'DECLARATION STATEMENT .. %2107

RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LO ATION

‘White Chemical Corporation Site (EPA ID#NJD980755623)

Newark, Essex County, New Jersey
Operable Unit 2 for Soils, Buildings and Above-Ground Storage Tanks

TATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the Selected Remedy to address contaminated soils, sump
sediments, buildings and tanks at the White Chemical Corporation Superfund Site (Site) in
Newark, New Jersey, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensatlon and Liability Act, as amended, and, to the extent practicable, the

- National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision is based on

the Administrative Record file for the Site. The State of New Jersey concurs w1th the Selected
Remedy.

ASSES MENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect public
health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
from the Site into the environment. ‘

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

_ The Selected Remedy addresses an estimated 21 ,185 cubic yards of contaminated soxl nine on-

site buildings and above-ground storage tanks on the Site. A previous ROD was signed on
September 26, 1991. The 1991 ROD required appropriate security measures, stabilization of the
Site, on-site treatment or neutralization of contaminated material, off-site treatment, recycling or
disposal of contaminated material, decontamination and off-site disposal or recychng of empty
drums and containers, decontamination of on-site storage tanks and process piping, and - ‘
appropriate environmental monitoring. An additional action will be necessary to address
groundwater contamination underlymg the Site.

The major components of the selected response measure include:

. demolition and off-site disposal of nine on-site buildings;
Coe removal and off-site disposal of above-ground storage tanks;
. excavation of an estimated 21,185 cubic yards of contaminated soil; -
1
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. off-site transportation and disposal of contaminated soil, with t;éatment as necessary;
. backfilling and grading of all excavated areas with clean soil and seeding the areas;

. placement of a deed notice to restnct land use to non-residential (commercial/light
industrial) uses; and
. appropnate environmental mom'ton'ng to ensure the effectiveness of the remedy.

This remedy excavates and treats the most hJ ghly contaminated soil and, therefore, satisfies
- EPA’s preference for treatment of the pnnc1pal threat wastes at the Site. .

QECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATION§ « |
Part 1: Statutory Requirements

_ The Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, is
cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

Part 2: Statuto_ry Preference for Treatment

The Selected Remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the

remedy because it addresses the principal threat wastes at the Site.
Part 3: Five-Year Review Requirements

Because this remedy results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on
the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review
will be conducted within five years of the initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the
remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment, unless detenmned
otherwise at the completion of the remedlal action.

- ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of
Decision. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for the Site.

. Chezmcals of concern and their respecnve concentrations may be found in the "Sxte
~ Characteristics” section. .
. Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern may be found in the “Summary of
: Site Risks" section.
. A discussion of cleanup | levels for chemicals of concern may be found in the "Remed1a1
Action Objectives” section.,
. A discussion of source materials constituting pnncxpal threats may be found in the
2 .
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' Reglon H

- . Pnncxpal Threat Waste" sect:on - : o
e _Current and reasonably antlcxpated future land use assurnptlons are dlscussed in the

. . "Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses" section.
- » - Adiscussion of potential land uses that will be available at the Site as a result of the
Selected Remedy is found in the "Cunent and Potentxal Future Site and Resource Uses
~ section.
e Estimated capital, annual operatlon and maintenance (O&M) and total present worth

- - costs are discussed in the "Description of Alternatives" section. =
e« Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.c., how the Selected Remedy provxdes the
' - best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancmg and modifying criteria, highlighting
__criteria key to the decision) may be found i in the "Comparatxve Analysns of Alternatives”

and "Statutory Determmatxons" sections.

@xr/\[(w\ - / 2’)/0«.,
GeorgePavloujbu‘ector L B Date -
Emergency and Remedial Response D1v1s1on L o .

U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency :
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. SITE NAME LOCATION ANI) BRIEF DESCRIP’I'ION \

. The Wthe Chemical Corpoxauon Sxte measures 4.4 acres, and is located at 660 Frelmghuysen
- Avenue (Block 3872, Lot 109), Newark, Essex County, NIJ. Frelmghuysen Avenue is a major
thoroughfare with significant residential; commiercial, and industrial populations: The Site is
located immediately east of two large manufacturmg facilities: a leather companyanda
 sportswear manufacturer. An airport-support services complex is currently located north ofthe
Site. The eastern border of the Site is adjacent to Conrail and Amtrak rail lines that serve asa .
major rail corridor in New Jersey. Weequahic Park (including WeequahJc Lake and a golf
~course), a school, and several large housing complexes, high-rise semor citizen resrdences, and
. cemetenes, are located to the west, w1th1n 0.4 mrle of the Slte

* Major Sxte features mclude nine bulldmgs, a former aboveground storage tank (AST) farm (tank
farm), an underground tunnel, and a railroad spur. Five large bulldmgs (Building Numbers 33,
34, 34A, 35 and 36), three smaller, facrhty-support buildings (Boiler Room, Pump House and -
Mamtenance Shop), and a decontamination (decon) shed are located on the western portion of

" the property. Most of these buildings are grouped around the former tank farm near the center of

the Site. The underground tunnel ongmates in the western portxon of Bulldmg No. 34 and leads '
to the south See Plate 1 .

| The Slte ison the U. S Envxronmental Protectlon Agency’s (EPA’s) National Pnontnes Lrst o
EPA is the lead agency, and the New J ersey Department of Envrronmental Protectlon (NJDEP) is

the support agency. - o : ) o

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

In September 1970, Central Semces Corporatlon (CSC) purchased the property ; from the Umon N

" Carbide Corporation. It is believed that much of the present Site infrastructure, including sewer - : . ESEE
and utility conduits, and buildings, may date from the time of Union Carbide’s ownership. CsC

sold the property to the Lancaster Chemical Company, a d:msron of the AZS Corporation, in
August 1975. : .

The Wthe Chemical Corporatlon w CC) leased the Site i in 1983 and moved its operatlons from '
Bayonne, NJ to Newark, NJ. WCC produced three primary groups of chemical products: acid ~
chlorides, brominated organics (both aliphatic and aromatic), and mineral acids, most notably
hydriodic acid. The finished products, mostly solids and powders were generally formulated in
“small batches followmg customer specnﬁcatlons , S '

Beginning in 1989 and contmumg through the present the Site has been the subject of numerous
 inspections, site assessments, investigations, and removal actions. NJDEP conducted several
" inspections of the Site between June and September 1989 pursuant to the Resource Conservation
~ and Recovery Act (RCRA). Based on these inspections, NJDEP issued several Notices of
N .Vrolatlons for a variety of: infractions mcludmg nnproper drum management, leakmg drums,

v
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, open contamers and madequate msle space ‘In October 1989 WCC 1mt1ated Chapter 11

- bankruptcy proceedings. Between May and August 1990, NJDEP removed approxrmately 1,000 °
drums from the Site. On September 7, 1990, EPA performed a prehmma.ry assessment of the
wCC facility and found numerous air- and water-reactive substances in 55-gallon drums.
Approximately 10,900 55- gallon drums of hazardous substances were precariously stacked or
improperly stored throughout the Site. Drums and other contalners were found in various ‘stages

~ . of deterioration fuming and leaking their contents onto the soil. ‘Numerous stains were observed

“on the soil. Other containers observed were 150 gas cylinders, 126 storage tanks, vats and -
process reactors, hundreds of fiberpack drums glass and plastrc bottles, and appmxmately
-18 000 laboratory-type contamers ' . .

The on-'site laboratory contamed thousands of unsegregated laboratory chernicals in deteriorating
. conditions. These containers were haphazardly stored on structurally unsound shelving, or
stacked in piles on the floor. EPA overpacked 11 fuming drums and secured them for future
- handling. In total, 4,200 empty drums were shipped off-site for disposal, and 6,700 drums were -
" staged on-site for later characterization and disposal. In 1990, the EPA Technical Assistance:
" Team reported that five extremely hazardous substances were present at the Site mcludmg allyl
,alcohol bromine; chlonne, red phosphorous and, phosphorous t:nchlonde ' .

In September 1990, EPA issued a Umlateral Administrative Order UAO) bamng WCC ﬁ'om »

- . continuing on-site operations and ordering evacuation of all personnel. In October 1990, the
-~ U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey issued an order enforcing the UAO. In
* November 1990, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) issued a

health consultation that concluded that the Site posed an imminent and substantial health and

: safety threat to nearby residents and workers. A Public Health Advisory was issued by ATSDR = o

in November 1990. Between 1990 and 1991, EPA removed several thousand drums and -
- performed several assessments at the Slte EPA also developed an mterxm remedy to. stabilize =~
~ the Srte, as descnbed below . .

Intenm Remedy Stabxhzmg the Slte (OUl)

EPA typxcally addresses sites in separate phases or operable units. In developmg an overall site
strategy, EPA identified the interim remedy as Operable Unit 1 (OU), this soil, building and -

- above-ground storage: tank remedy as Operable Umt 2 (OU2), and the groundwater as Operable
Unit 3 (OU3) - o . S

-Based on the known contammatron at the property EPA proposed the Site for iriclusion on the
'National Priorities List (NPL) on May 9, 1991, and the Site was listed on September 25, 1991.
The OU1 Record of Decision (ROD), issued on September 26, 1991, required appropriate
security measures, stabilization of the Site, on-site treatment or neutralization of contaminated
material, off-site treatment, recyclmg or disposal of' contaminated material, decontamination and -
off-site disposal or recycling of empty drums and containers, decontamination of on-site storage
_tanks and process prpmg, and appropriate envnonmental monitoring. "~~~ :
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- In June 1991, EPA issued notice Jetters to potentiolly responsible parties (PRPs) with notification

that they may be required to conduct response actions at the Site. In March, 1992, EPA issued a
UAO to eleven PRPs to remove drums; tank contents, laboratory containers, liquids and gas

.cylinders that were remaining at the site followmg EPA and NJDEP removal actions. The eleven

PRPs mcluded AZS, the landowner at the timie, WCC ‘the operator of the Site, WCC’s president,
and eight generators. On October 27, 1992, a PRP group consisting of three PRPs complied with
the UAO by initiating the response activities and completing them on March 1993. In total, the
PRP group removed approximately 7,900 drums, the contents of more than 100 tanks,. '

, approx1mately 12,500 laboratory chemical contamers, approxrmately 50 000 gallons of hqurd
’ conta.med in process tanks, and 14 gas' cylmders B

Fmal Remedy Soils, Bmldmgs and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (0U2)

| The ou2 remedral mvestrgatlon (RI) field work was conducted from OCtober 1998 through July

1999. The OU2 RI was completed in April’ 2003 and focused on defining the nature and extent -
of contamination at the Site. . Samples collected mclude surface and subsurface soil, sump = -

- sediment, groundwater and building materials. After completion of the OU2 RI, EPA

determined that additional information' was needed to evaluate the nature and extent of .
contamination in the groundwater. Therefore; EPA designated the soils, bmldmgs and above-
ground storage tanks as’ OU2 and the groundwater as OU3. . .

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

- On August 4, 2005 EPA released the Proposed Plan and supportmg documentatron for the:

on-site soil, bmldmgs and above-ground storage tank remedy (OU2) to the public for comment.
EPA made thes¢ documents available to the public in the administrative record repositories .
maintained at the EPA Reglon II office (290 Broadway, New York, New York) and the Newark -

" Public Library (5 Washington Street Newark; NJ 07102). EPA published a notice of availability -. " 3
for these documents in the Newark Star Ledger newspaper and opened a public comment period . -
" on the documents from. August 4, 2005 to September 2, 2005. On August 9, 2005, EPA

conducted a public meeting at the Newark City Hall Council Chambers to inform local officials
and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review the planned remedial activities at

- the Site, and to respond to any questions from area residents and other attendees. Responses to o
~ the comments received at the public meeting and in writing durmg the pubhc eomment penod are

included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendrx V)

'SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

As with many Superfund s1tes the prob]ems at the White Chemical Corporatlon site are complex

~and, therefore EPA has orga.mzed the work into three phases or operable umts (OUs)

o Operable Umt 1:an mtenm remedy to stablhze the Slte and remove lea.kmg drums and
other contamers of chemical waste (comp]eted in 1993)
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e Operable Umt 2: remedy to address contammated surface and sub surface soil, nine ¢ on-
- site buildings and above-ground storage tanks. 2 : . ‘
- Operable Unit 3: groundwater under and near. the Srte

EPA selected the interim remedy for OU1 in a ROD srgned on September 26 1991 In :
‘March 1993, the PRP group completed construction of this interim remedy 0U2, the subJect of -
this ROD, addresses the surface and deeper subsurface contaminated soil on the Site, nine on-site
) bmldmgs and above-ground storage tanks. EPA will continue its groundwater mvestlgatron for
QU3 and propose a remedy for the groundwater in the future. :

, ‘SUMNIARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Surface elevations across the Slte range ﬁ-om approxrmately 20 feet above mean sea level (msl)

in the western and central portions of the property to approximately 14 feet-above msl in the
southern portion of the property. The Site and immediate vicinity are generally flat and graded

. with a gentle easterly slope toward the railroad tracks. Most of the Site is covered with asphalt
‘pavement, concrete slabs, or abandoned ‘buildings wrth small patches of exposed dirt (and some .
vegetation) on the northern and southern portions of the property and in the area surrounding .
Bmldmg No. 36. No streams or surface water bodies are present on the Site and surface drainage. .
is generally poor.. Durmg penods of heavy precrpltauon, pondmg occurs on'some poruons of the

PI’OPCIT)’
Geology
- The Srte is ]ocated in the Piedmont (Lowlands) Phys1ograph1c Prov1nce whlch is charactenzed

by gently sloping hills. The Lowlands are bounded by the Coastal Plain to the south and east, the =~ '

New England Uplands to the north, and the Piedmont Uplands to the west. .The geology of the
region is characterized by unconsolidated sediments deposited on sedrmentary bedrock of -

Triassic Age. The Site is predommantly undérlain by deposits consisting of clayey silt and fine . -

to coarse sand. -Fill material, ranging in thickness from approxrmately 2 to 10 feet, is present
~ across the Site. The fill consists mostly of silt with trace sand and gravel. Beneath the fill, ‘
clayey silt deposits (alluvium) ranging in thickness from approximately 2 to 10 feet are present. A
' Beneath the alluvium, fine to coarse sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel is present with -
~ an occasional silt lens, ranging in thickness from approxlmately 4 to 40.feet. Weathered shale
" bedrock is present beneath the sand and ranges in depth from 37 feet below ground surface (bgs)
. to 55 feet bgs.  The thickness of the weathered bedrock ranges from 6 to 10 feet. The surface of
~ the bedrock is relatively flat in the northern portions of the Site, but dips to the east in the eastem
portions of the Site and to the south in the southem portxons of the Srte , .

Hydrogeologrcal Charactenstrcs

Data collected durmg four rounds of synoptlc water level measurements (F ebruary and July 1999,
April and October 2000) indicate that the depth to groundwater ranged from approx1mate1y 8 to '- :
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13 feet bgs across the Site. These measurements suggest that shallow groundwater flow radiates -
from a mound that exists near Building No. 34 (see. Plate 1), creating a groundwater divide across ‘

the center of the Site. Mounding of groundwater near Building No. 34 may be caused by a

flooded tunnel that exists under this building. ‘North of the divide, groundwater flows in an

easterly direction; south of the divide groundwater flows more uniformly to the south. The
‘groundwater divide is not evident at depth. The direction of deeper groundwater flow generally

follows the surface of the underlying bedrock: In the southern portions of the Site, the main

component of groundwater flow at depth is to the south, with groundwater flow i in the northem
, portlon of the Srte varymg ﬁom northeasterly to southeasterly ' :

o Surface Waters and Wetlands

4 v

- Two surface water bodres are locatéd near the Srte Weequahrc Lake, located west of the Stte
approximately 1,500 feet from Frelmghuysen Avenue, and the Elizabeth River, located N ,
- approximately two miles southwest of the Site. Newark Bay lies approximately three miles east
of the Site. No direct surface water connectrons from the Site to any of these water bodies exist.

. Surface water ponds in several small areas on the property during periods of high ramfall there '
~-areno channels conveymg surface water runoﬁ' away from the Slte ‘ ‘ Lo

No federally regulated wetlands are located w1th1n the Srte boundanes Natlonal Wetland

- Inventory (NWI) mapping (Ehzabeth, NIJ-NY quadrangle) for the Site and surroundmg area

. indicates that Weequahic Lake is classrﬁed as L1IOW (Lacustrine, Limnetic, Open Water). Other
wetlands near the Site are-associated with either the Elizabeth River or drainage patterns thhrn

* Newark Liberty International A.trport ‘New J ersey State wetland mappmg shows a similar

: 'eonﬁguratron of wetlands'in the Slte v1cm1ty

Sonls Contammatmn .

.Most of the sorl contammatron at the Site is the result of tmproper stagmg, control and
maintenance of process chemicals contained in drums, laboratory chemical containers, storage :
tanks and process tanks. Although soil contamination is present throughout the Site, the majonty
"~ is located in the top two feet of soil. The OU2 RI concluded that it is unlikely that contammants -
mrgrated off-site through the unsaturated soxl _ _

- Contarmnatlon in the surface soil is found in “hot spots” throughout the Slte In the surface soils,
- volatile organic compounds (V OCs) detected at elevated concentrations included: 1,1,2,2-

.. tetrachloroethane. (maximum concentration 28,000 paits per billion (ppb)), 1, 1 2-tnchloroethane ;
: (maxrmum concentration 1 400 ppb), 1,2-dichloroethane (max1mum concentration 31,000 ppb), |

" ethylbenzene (maxunum concentratlon 130,000 ppb), m,p,-xylene (maxunum concentrahon L
- 500,000 ppb), 0-xylene (maxunum concentratlon 260, 000 ppb), ‘and tnchloroethene (max1mum ~
concentrahon 130 000 ppb). ’ . -
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o .concrete tank pad connected to Building No. 35), and the center of the Site (between Bmldmg

, Three pnmary areas at the Site contain surface soxl semJ-volanle orgamc compound (SVOC) )
contamination, between the gate and the eastern Site boundary, the southeast corner (south of the o .

Nos. 34 and 35). Most of the SVOCs detected in the surface soils are polycyclic aromatic .
hydrocarbons (PAHs). Although i inorganics (or metal) contamination was found at depths upto
12 feet bgs most of the metal contamination was present in the top two feet of soil. .Seven
inorganic contaminants were detected at concentrations above established screening criteria.

" Three pesticides/polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were detected in the surface soil. In general,

- elevated pesticide/PCB concentrations were found in very few soil samples and at shallow depths
(<4 feet). The highest concentration of PCBs detected in surface soils was 13 parts per million.

- Detectable levels of polybrommated biphenyls (PBBs) were found in nine of 23 surface soil
samples. PBB concentrations ranged from 0.28 ppb to 190 ppb. Detéctable levels of dloxm

were found in-all 11 surface soil samples analyzed for dioxin; however, the maximum:
concentration detected, 50.87 patrts per tnlllon, is considered acceptable for o

- ' commercml/mdustnal propertxes

' '-§ubsurface §o;1 o |

Contammatlon in the subsurface s01ls was pnmanly found near the eastem/northeastern Slte
boundary. In subsurface soils, 1,1,2 ,2-tetrachloroethane (maximum concentration 4,300 ppb),
1,2-dichloroethane (maximum concentration 43, 000 ppb), and trichloroethene (maxmmm
concentration 6,100 ppb) were detected at elevated levels. AJthough VOC contamination was
- found at depths up to 12 feet bgs most of the contammatmn is found closer to the surface '

Subsurface soil SVOC contammatlon was pnmanly found near the center of the Slte Although
SVOC contamination was found at. depths up to ten feet bgs, most of the contamination is found:
closer to the surface. The only inorganic present in subsurface soils at an elevated concentratlon
was thallium. Only one pest1c1de (dieldrin) was detected in'a subsurface soil ata concentratlon
above established screening criteria. Detectable levels of PBBs were found in one of eight -~ -~ = "<
_subsurface soil samples 'PBBs were found ata max1mum depth of 3.5 feet bgs at a concentratlon; I

of92ppb

Bmldmg 34 Sump Sedlment Contammation

Two sump sedunent samples ‘were collected ﬁ'om the Site to determine what types of .
contaminants may have been used in the buildings and to determine if the sumps/floor drams
could be potential sources of soil and groundwater conitamination. The majority of the '
contamination was found in the sump sediment sample. collected from Building No.-34. VOC -
concentrations measured in the sump were sufficiently high to indicate that ﬁee-phase product
may have accumulated in the sump. ‘Residual contamination may exist around and under this
“sump. The VOCs detected include methylene chloride (maximum concentration 25,230,000 v
ppb), 1,2-dichloroethane (maximum concentration 27,460,000 ppb), trichlorocthene (maxmum .
concentratlon 230,000 ppb), L1 Z-mchloroethane (max1mum concentratlon 560, 000 ppb)
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1,1 2,2-tetrachloroethane (maxlmum concentration 870 000 ppb), and the hydrocarbons
ethylbenzene (maximum concentration 200,000 ppb), o-xylene (maxtmum eoncentratnon
: 400 000 ppb), and m,p-xylene (max1mum eoncentratxon 3, 800 000 ppb) o

- The only. semx-volatxle contaminant detected atan elevated concentrahon was benzo(a)pyrene
Only one inorganic, antimony, was detected at an elevated concentration. Five pest1c1des were
’ detected at concentrations that exceeded the screemng criteria.. These include Gamma-BHC

~ heptachlor aldrin, dieldrin, 4 4'-DDD PBBs were detected in the two sump samples analyzed at
concentrations up to 750 ppb : o

'"BnildmgMaterials o f

~Asbestos-conta1mng matenals (ACMs) both fnable and non-ﬁ-xable, were found in all of the Slte
 buildings except the Decon Shed and Pump House: ‘The majority of the ACMs were ﬁ'om '
' .laboratory related furmshmgs caulkmg, and miscellaneous debns ,

'Lead-based pamt was detected in Bulldmg Nos 33,34, 35 and 36 the Borler Room, and the
Pump House. Except for a wooden door casing, all lead-based paint was found on steel or other
‘metal substrates such as columns, beams, wmdows, doors, stairs, ladders, a wall, an elevator, and

a fire escape

‘One Tox1c1ty Charactensttc Leachmg Procedure (T CLP) compound, 1. 2-d1chloroethane, was S
detected in a building material sample at a concentration that exceeded. the RCRA TCLP-
regulatory hmxt Thls sample was collected from the extenor of Bmldmg No 33

Wipe, samples were collected from three bulldmgs, Building Nos 33 34 and 35 Analysrs of
these samples mdlcated the presence of 24 SVOCs, elght pesucldes, PBBs, and 21 metals

-~ Based on the results of the samplmg conducted at the Slte, the pnnc1pal threats posed by the Slte '-‘ PR

are portions of the highly contammated surface and subsurface soils, and the butldmg sump R
sed1ments : .

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES .

The City of Newark isan urban mdustnal center on the eastem edge of Essex County Land use

- on and immediately adjacent to the Site falls almost entirely within the Level I category of Urban _

or Built-up Land. The Level I Urban or Built-up Land category is characicrized by infensive land
use where human activities have altered the landscape. Predominant land use surrounding the . - -
- Site is industrial. The industrial areas are interspersed with some residential and some
commercial and. service to the southwest of the Site. Immediately to the west of the Site are -
'Weequahic Park and Weequahic Lake. There is some recréational land west of Weequahic Park.
The White Chemical Corporation site is currently zoned commercial/industrial. ‘Based upon
~-discussions with the Cxty of Newark, the zoning of thlS land will not change
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'~SUMMmRY0FmTERmKs

Based upon the results of the Rl, a baselme nsk assessment was conducted to esnmate the nsks
associated with current and- future Site conditions. The basehne risk assessment esumates the
: human health nsk that could result from the contammatron at the Srte if no remedxal action were

. Human Health Rlsk Assessment

A four~step process is used for assessmg s1te-related human health nsks fora reasonable
“ maximum exposure scenario: Hazard Identification — identifies the contammants of concern at -
the site based on several factors such as toxrcrty, frequency of occurrence, and concentration.
. Exposure Assessment — estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the
frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., mgestmg contaminated well-

water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment — determines the types of o

adverse health eﬁ'ects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between
magntude of exposure (dose) and severity of effect (response) ‘Risk Charactenzanon -
. summarizes and combines outputs-of the exposure and toxrcrty assessments to provrde a ‘
, quanutanve assessment of s1te-related risks. .

l .

i

Hgard Identrﬁcatlon

EPA conducted a baseline nsk assessment to evaluate the potentlal nsks to human hea.lth and the

environment associated with the White Chemical Corporatron Superﬁmd site in its current state.

Although the risk assessment evaluated many contaminants 1dent1ﬁed in the soils, the

- conclusions of the risk-assessment indicate that the s1gmﬁcant risks are limited to 1,2- -

dichloroethane, trichloroethene, and xylenes in the soils at the Slte, primarily through mhalatron

of vapors from VOCs in the soils. This section of the decrsron summary will focus on the risks

 associated with these contaminants in the soils. A summary of the concentratlons of the
contammants of concern in the soils is provrded inTable 1. ;- :

- Exgosure Assessmen1 o
’ -'i

,‘EPA’s baselme risk assessment addressed the potennal risks to human health by 1dent1fymg
'several potential exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to contaminant releases
at the Site under current and fiiture land use and. groundwater use condmons Future use of the

Site is hkely to be commercial/industrial, based on historical land use, surrounding property use, -

current zoning, and fiiture plans for redevelopment Therefore .exposure to surface and

subsurface soils-on the White Chermcal Company property were evaluated for
commercial/industrial workers and construction workers. In addmon, due to the potential for

exposure from inhalation of vapors from the VOCs in the soils by off-site workers and nearby
residents, this pathway was also evaluated in the baseline human health risk assessment, based on
modeled air concentrations for the VOCs For all medra, the!reasonable maxrmum exposure, o

,1..
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whrch is the greatest exposure that is hkely to occur at the Slte was evaluated

 Toxicity Assessment ,<
Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcifiogenic (cancer-causing) and
noncarcinogenic (system1c) effects due to exposure to Site chemicals are considered separately. '
. Consistent with EPA gmdance it was assumed that the tox1c effects of the Site-related chemicals. -
would be additive. ‘Thus, carcmogemc and noncarcinogenic risks associated with exposures to
individual contammants of concemn’ were summed to mdlcate the potentlal nsks assoclated with

'mxxtures

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI) approach, based on a comparison
of expected contaminant intake and safe levels of intake (reference doses and inhalation ' '
reference doses). Reference doses (RfDs) and inhalation reference doses (RfDis) have been -
" developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs and RfDis, which - -
are expressed in units of milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day), are estlmates ofdaily
exposure levels for humans thought to'be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals).
Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e:g., the amount of a chemical vapor.
_inhaled) are compared with the RfD or RfDi to derive the hazard quotient for the contaminant in - -
_the particular medium. The HI is dérived by addmg the hazard quotients for all compounds
within a pamcular medmm that. 1mpact a partlcular receptor populauon :

An HI greater than 1 mdlcates that the potentlal exists for noncarcinogenic health eﬁ'ects to occur

‘ because of Site-related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the
potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single medium or across’
media. The toxicity values, including reference doses and inhalation reference doses for the :
contammants of potential concern at the Srte are presented in Table 2

Potentral carcmogemc nsks were evaluated usmg the cancer slope_ factors developed by EPA for
the contaminants of potential concemn: Cancer slope factors (SFs) and inhalation cancer slope -
factors (SFis) have been developed for estiiating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with
exposure to potentlally carcinogenic chemlcals .SFs and SFis, which are expressed in units of
(mg/kg-day) !, are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to
generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to
the compound at that intake level. The term “upper bound” reflects the conservative estimate of
~the risks calculated from the SF or.SFi: Use of this approach makes the underestimation of the
 risk highly unlikely. The SF and SFi valies used in this risk assessment for 1 2-drchloroethane
trichloroethene, and xylenes are presented in Table 3. ’ .

RlSk Characterization

o The noncarcinogenic hazard indices (HI) that exceed EPA’s acceptable level are presented in
o ,Table 4. At the Whrte Chemical Company property, HI values are. 3. 1 for the future )

T
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~ commercial/industrial on-sne worker, 21 for the: future constructron worker, and 2.0 for the - _

current/future off-site commercial/industrial worker. The oﬁ'-srte adult res1dent is estimated to . '

have an HI value of 9, while the off-site child resident is estimated to have an HI value of 20. In

every scenario, inhalation of vapors from soils is the exposure pathway of concern, and 1,2-

: dlchloroethane, tnchloroethene, and xylenes are the nsk dnvmg contammants \,

: For known or suspected carcmogens, EPA con51ders excess upper-bound individual hfetlme
cancer risks of between 107 to 10 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has
no more than approximately a one in ten thousand to.one in one million chance of developing
cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over.a 70-year period under specific -

. exposure conditions at a site. Excess lifetime cancer risks estimated at this site are presented in
Table 5. At the White: Chemical Superfund Site, the excess lifetime cancer risks are 1 x 10 for
the future commercial/industrial on-site worker, 3 x 10” for the construction worker, and 9 x 10
for the current/future commercial/industrial off-site. worker.. The off-site adult resident is '
estimated to have an excess lifetime cancer risk of 6x 107, whxle the oﬁ'—srte child resident is -
estimated to have an excess lifetime cancer risk of 3 x 10°. o In every scenario, inhalation of -
vapors from soils is the exposure pathway of concern, and tnchloroethene is the nsk dnvmg
contaminant. ‘ : : :

‘Almost all of these are above the Natlona] Contmgency Plan s (NCP’s) acceptable nsk range
. The calculations were based on reasonable maximum ‘exposure scenarios. These estimates were
" developed by taking into account various conservative assumptlons about the lrkehhood of a
person bemg exposed to these medla. :

Uncertaintles

The procedures and mputs used to assess nsks m thrs evaluanon, as m all such assessments are. |
subject to a vanety of uncertmntles In general, the main sources of uncertainty mclude
- envxronmental chemrstxy samphng and analysls IR
- environmental parameter measurement- S
- fate and transport modeling ‘
- exposure parameter estimation . . -
- toxrcologlcal data . .
: Uncertamty in envnonmental samplmg arises in part from the potentxally uneven drstnbutlon of
~ chemicals in the media sampled, Consequently, there is uncertainty as to the actual levels
present. Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem from several sources, mcludmg the
~ errors mherent in the analytlcal rnethods and charactenstlcs of the matrix. bemg sampled.

tFate and transport modehng is also assoc1ated mtb a cértain Ievel of uncertamty Factors suchas -

the concentrations in the primary medium, rates of n-ansport, ease of txansport, and -
‘ envuonmental fate all contnbute to the mherent uncertamty in fate and transport modehng

S 10
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Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to est1mates of how oﬁen an mdmdual

~ would actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which
“such exposure would occur, and in the models used to esnmate the concentrations of the ’
chemlcals of concern at the pomt of exposure ‘ : : :

Uncertainties in toxlcologlcal data occur in exnapolatmg both ﬁ‘om ammals to humans and from
‘high to Jow doses of exposure, and from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mixture of
chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions concerning
risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the risk assessment
provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to populatlons near the s1te, and i 1s hxghly unlxkely to
' underesumate actual risks related to the sxte :

More speclﬁc mformauon concemmg pubhc health and envuonmental risks, mcludmg a
quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk assoclated thh various exposure pathways, is
presented in the risk assessment report. : .

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances ﬁ'om this Slte, 1f not addressed by l,

-implementing the response action selected in the ROD, may present an 1mmment and substantral o |

o endangerment to the pubhc health, welfare or the environment.
: Ecologlcal Rlsk Assessment g

y The potential exposure to chermcals in surface sor] by small mammals through mgesnon of
vegetation, was considered in the screening-level ecological risk assessment. The cottontail
rabbit was chosen as the receptor for the surface soil evaluation. - The potennal for risks to small .
mammals was identified for tnchloroethene, xylenes, antimony, arsenic and copper in surface
soil, at the maximum concentrations. These risks; however, were deemed to be msxgmﬁcant

‘given the followmg Slte-spemﬁc condmons and assessment uncertamhes ‘ -

 Lackofa significant habxtat on or next to the Slte,

* High degree of human activity in the Site v1crmty, .

~ Impermeable surfaces, buildings, etc covering surface soxls, and
Conservative exposure assumpuons related to dlet, home range, and exposure point”
'concentrat:ons TR B .

The Slte offers hmJted hab:tat value to’ wﬂdhfe since it is within a hlghly urbamzed locanon and
contains very little vegetation or open space This is also likely to be the case under the future
scenano Therefore no further actlon 1s recommended regardmg ecologlcal receptors at the Site.

- REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

“ .

Remedlal action obJectlves (RAOs) are speclﬁc goals to protect human health and the
- envrronment These objectives are based on avaxlable mformatlon and standards such as ARARs

} o - 11 )
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and appropriate criteria, advisories, and guidance (i.e., To Be Considered or “TBCs”) and risk-

based action levels established based on the risk assessment. Remedial action objectives = ‘
developed for the s01l considers all 1dent1ﬁed Site concerns and contammant pathways, and are R -
listed below: : : » .. ' '

*  Reduce or eliminate the direct contact threat assoelated w1th contammated soil to
. .. levels protective of a commercial/industrial use. .
* . Reduceor ehmmate exposure through mhalauon of vapors that may mJgrate from

.. contaminated soils.
*  Minimize or eliminate contaminant mlgrauon to the groundwater
LI Maxumze consxstency with the future development of the Site. '

This proposed actlon would reduce the d1rect contact excess cancer nsk assoclated with exposure -
'to contaminated soils-to below one in 4 million for commercxal/mdustnal Site uses. This '
proposed action would also reduce the excess non-cancer risk associated with inhalation . -

exposure to vapors from contammated soils to below 1 for commercial/industrial Site uses. This
will be achieved by reducing the concentration of the surface and subsurface soil contaminants to

~ at or below risk-based levels developed in the risk assessment as shown in Table ‘6. These nsk-

based levels are the Remedaauon Goals for the Site.

Because s01ls are Gontaminated w1th VOCs at levels that could result in contmumg sources of
groundwater contamination, this proposed action would reduce the threat to groundwater posed
~ by VOCs in these soils by addressing the VOCs in soils with concentrations in excess of the
NJDEP Impact to Groundwater Soil Clea.nup Cntena, as indicated in Table 6, to the extent’
practicable. The estimated depth of the soil excavation of up to 8 feet below ground surface is o
based on the depth to- groundwater which averages 8 feet across the Site. To satlsfy the remedial B
action objectives, an estimated 21,185 cubic yards of contaminated soil would require s ‘
remediation by each of the active alternatives. This estimate includes the removal of all soil to‘a o
- depth of 8 feet under Site bm]dmgs and tanks because contaminated soil above the remedial -~

+ goals is believed to be present there. Post demolition soil sampling will confirm the actual depth

- of soil excavation necessary to achieve Remedia_tiQn Goals.. The location of soil under the

' buildings and ASTs is shown on Plate 2 . » '

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

‘The Comprehenswe Envuonmental Response Compensatlon and Liability Act (CERCLA)
- requires that each remedial alternative be protective of human health and the environment, be

- cost effective, comply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative _
- treatment technologies and resource recovery technologles to the maximum extent practicable. Tn- -~ -
addition, the statute includes a preference for the-use of treatment as a prmc1pa1 element forthe o
. reductlon of tox1c1ty, mobxhty or volume of hazardous substances.

12
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: Common Elements ,l

- Many of the remedial alternatives mclude common components. The “constructlon tlme” for

- each altemative reflects only the time required to construct or implement the remedy and does .-
not include the time required to design the remedy. It generally takes 1-2 years for planmng,

‘design and procurement before subsequent constructron of the remedial alternative. °

_ The OU2 FS estimates the volume of soil that requires rernedratlon to be 21,185 cubxc yards -
(CY). This includes the soil under all Site buildings and ASTs, which have not been sampled

and an additional 30% for slope cutback Based on the limited TCLP sampling results, itis

estimated that approximately 2,000 CY would be consrdered hazardous under RCRA.

" . In addition to the technologies indicated under each alternatlve, all of the altemauves would

require an Institutional Control such as a deed restriction because contammants would remain on
Site above levels that would allow for re51dent1a1 use. S

- Under each alternative, hazardous substances pollutants or contaminants rema:n at the Site
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestncted exposure Therefore BPA would
review such achon at least every five years. . ,

Each alternahve, exccpt S-1, No Actlon, wrll reqmre the demohtlon and oﬂ'—srte d1sposa1 of
buildings and above-ground storage tanks . ,

Alternatrve S-l : No Action

. Estimated Capital Cost: B %0

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: ~~ ~ = $0°
Estimated Present Worth: - %0
" Estimated Construchon Trme o o ~ None

CERCLA and the NCP require the evaluatlon of No Action as a basehne to which other
alternatives are compared. No active remediation or containment of any contamination . - .
- associated with the soxls/bmldmgs/tanks would be performed.. However, this alternative would -

include five-year reviews of Site data as required by CERCLA for sites where contammatlon '
remains after 1mt1atlon of the remedral actron. ‘ . :

.. Because this altematlve would result in hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants
remaining at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestncted exposure, EPA
: would review such action at least every five years : :

13
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Alternative' S-2: Containment

Estimated Capital Cost: .~ - $2,640,000 .

- Estimated Annual O&%M Cost: - o $5,000
: Estimated Present Worth:- L 82,117,000

- Estimated Construction Time: = . : ) 6-12months

Alternative S-2 consists of the demolition of all on-site buildings, AST removal, and placement
of an asphalt cap over the Site. Before building demolition, abatement of asbestos and lead-

. based paint would be required. All removed asbestos and lead-based pamt would be d!sposed of
 at an appropriately licensed oﬂ'—s:te facxhty

Asa result of the i presence of building material which exceeds TCLP for 1 2-d:chloroethane in
one sample from Building 33, additional bmldmg material samples would be collected during the -
pre-design or design phase from this building to verify the extent of the contamination. Any '
hazardous building materials would be segregated and dJsposed of at an appropriate off-site
location. Non-hazardous demolition debris would be disposed of at a sanitary landfill. During .
building demolition, the exlstmg on-site asphalt would be removed and dasposed of atan

: appropnate facxhty : : _ o

Before remova] of on-s:te ASTs, the tanks would be tested for the presence of asbestos and lead- E
based paint. No sampling of the ASTs was conducted during the OU2 RI; however, v1sua1 ;
- evidence indicates the likely presence of both lead paint and asbestos. Followmg any abatement -

.. required by the sampling, the interior of the ASTs would be decontammated (removal of product BN
©or sludge) and removed. ‘ o S - o

Because greater than 5, 000 square feet of the Site would be disturbed dunng AST removaJ and
- building demolition, a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would be developed. The ~

' requirements of this plan would likely include: installation of a silt fence around the Site, ch
' construction of a crushed stone stabilized construction entrance, and protection of any on-site -

catch basins. The Soil Erosion and Sedlment Conu'ol Plan would also cover any further remedlal L

work at the Slte

Followmg bmldmg demolmon and AST removal the entlre Site would be paved w1th an asphalt
cap. The cap would be placed on top of existing Site soil and graded to provide drainage toward
existing catch basins. The catch basins would be modified so that they would remain level with
the top of the asphalt cap. The asphalt cap would consist of (from bottomto top): a .
geomembrane liner, one foot of crushed stone sub-base, eight inches of asphalt base and three
inches of top course.  In addition, a deed restriction would be placed on the Site to limit ﬁlture
mtruszve Site activities. Long-texm maintenance of the asphalt cap wou]d be reqmred. -

'Because this alternative would result i in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contammants _ _
‘remaining at the Site above levels that allow for uqlim'jted use and unrestricted exposure, EPA -
14
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would review such actlon at least every ﬁve years

Alternative S-3: Soil Vapor Extractlon, Asphalt Cap

.Estlmated Capital Cost BRI | $3 941,420
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: ..~ =~ ' . = $5000
“Estimated Present Worth: = L . $4,019,000
Estimated Construction Time: . =~ ° 2 years .

~ Following building demolition and AST removal, as described previously under Alternative S-2,

- VOC-contaminated soil would be treated with Soil Vapor Extraction’(SVE). The exact design of

_the SVE treatment process for the Site would be developed in the design phase through apilot -
study. In general, though, a series of vertical ‘wells would be installed around the Site, and a
vacuum would be applied to the soil to induce the flow of air and remove the VOCs. Vapors
recovered by the wells would be treated using Granular Activated Carbon (GAC). The GAC

would need to be periodically removed for off-site regeneration and replacement. After

completion of the SVE, the entire Site will be. paved with an.asphalt cap, as described in

Alternative S-2. ‘A deed restriction would be placed on the Sxte, and long-term mamtenance of

- the asphalt cap would be reqmred

' Because this altematlve would result in hazardous substances, pollutants or eontammants
remalmng at the Site above levels that allow for un11rmted use and unrestncted exposure EPA ’

) ‘ would review such action at least every five years.

Alternative S-4: Steam Injectl‘on,‘Asphalt Cap . :'

 Estimated Capital Cost: © - C . $4,998,980

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: o . 85000
Estimated Present Worth: =~~~ - - - $5076,000
Estxmated Construct]on Time: : .~ 2 years

| Followmg bulldmg dernolltlon and AST rernoval as descnbed prevmusly under Altematlve S-2,
. VOC-contaminated soil would be treated with steam mjectlon As with SVE, the steam mJectlon

‘process option is intended to remove volatile organic contaminants in the soil. A pilottestwould

be required before design. In general a series of steam injection wells would be installed to a -
depth just below the bottom of the vadose zone (approximately eight feet below' grade) Steam
would be injected through these wells, heatmg the overlymg soil, and volatlhzmg the VOCs.
The resulting vapors would then be removed through SVE. While the initial costs for steam
~ injection are higher than for standard SVE, it is possible that these costs can be recouped through
a greater efficiency in removal. ‘After completion of the steam injection treatment, the Site will

~ be paved with an asphalt cap, as described in Alternative S-2. A deed réstriction would be placed

- ‘on the Slte and long-term mamtenance of the asphalt cap would be reqmred o
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- Because thls alternative would result in hazardous substances, pollutants or oontamrnants

- Tremaining at the Site above levels that allow for unhmrted use and unrestncted exposure, EPA h
would rev1ew such action at least every five years. o

: Alternatlve S-5 Excavatlon and Off-slte Dlsposal

-':EsnmatedCapltalCost LT seeaad0

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: = o 80
‘Estimated Present Worth: EEEE -~ $7,664,440
Esumated Construction Time:- -~~~ . lyear ’

Following bmldmg demohtlon and AST removal as descnbed prevmusly under Altemauve S-2,
all soil contaminated above the Remediation Goals would be excavated and dxsposed of off-site.
There dre no foreseen space constraints for the removal of soil at the Site. Excavation could
proceed utlhzxng conventional sloping or benching techniques to provide worker protection and
minimize cave-in and/or wall collapse. ‘Following excavation, soil would be stockplled on-site

. before transportation to an off-site disposal facility. ‘After removal, the excavated areas would be )

backfilled with select fill, and then covered with top soil and seed. A deed restriction would be
placed on the Site, and long-term mamtenance of the asphalt cap would be reqmred. :

. Because this altematlve would result in hazardous substances, pollutants or contammants

remammg at the Site above levels that allow for unlumted use and unrestncted exposure, EPA
: would revrew such action at least every five years. -

'Alternatlve S-6: Low Temperature Thermal Desorptnon

.EstlmatedCapxtalCost T se1t6s60

- Estimated Annual O&M Cost: . .. 85,000 .
- Estimated Present Worth: L 788,177,000
] Estunated Constructlon Time:. : T lyear o

Following bulldmg demolmon and AST removal as descnbed in Alternative S-2, all soil ,
contaminated above Remediation Goals would be excavated, as described in Alternative S-S ‘and
. treated on-site using ex situ low-temperature thermal desorption. During treatment, any ‘
oversized objects, such as boulders, would be segregated and decontaminated. ‘Following
" treatment, the treated soil would be backfilled.. Additional select fill would be brought on Site to
- replace soil volume lost during treatment. The Site would then be: covered by topsoil and seeded.
* A deed restriction would be placed on the Sxte and long—term mamtenance of the asphalt cap

: would be requu'ed. .

Because this altematxve would result in hazardous substances pollutants or contammants _
- remmmng at the Site above levels that allow for unlumted use and unresmcted exposure, EPA
‘ would review such actlon at Jeast every five years. : - S
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'Q,-:'COMPARATIVEANALYSISOF&TERNATIVE IR L 9‘ o

- In selecting a remedy, EPA consrdered the factors set out in CERCLA §121 42.US.C. §962l
- by conducting a detailed analysis of the viable remed1a1 response measures pursuant to the
'NCP, 40 CFR §300.430(¢)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consrsted
of an assessment of the individual 1 Tesponse measure against each of nine evaluatlon -
- “criteria and a comparative analysis' focusmg upon the relatlve performance of each
' response measure agamst the cntena. Do o]

. \,"" Ve

' Threshold Crzterta -The ﬁrst two cnterla are Imawn as "threshold crtteria " because
" they are the minimum requzrements that each response measure must meet ta be
' ;jgzblefor seIectzon asa remedy L e S

‘ll‘v ) (’

L Overall Protectron of Human Health and the Envrronment

= environment because contammated soil and: sump material would remam on Stte above o

. and commercxal/mdustnal workersrwould not be: addressed and the potennal remams for ﬁtture

- . under Alternatlve S-2 because contact with the contaminated soil would be. hmrted by the

' Overall protectron of human health and the envuonment addresses whether each altemauve
. provides adequate protectlon of human health and thé environment and descrrbes how nsks
-posed through each exposure pathway are. ehmmated, reduced, or controlled, through
treatment, engmeenng controls and/or mstltutlonal contmls L ‘ :

- Alternanve S 1 The No Acnon alternatlve would not be protectlve of human health and the

remediation goals. . Therefore, long-term health threats to construction workers oﬁ'—srte res:dents v-.‘-.: .
- exposure through soil exposure or changes in land use e
- Altémative S-2 Overall protectron of human health and the environment would be unproved

"placement of the i impervious.cap. However deed restrictions would need tobe 1mposed that -
. would restrict future digging'in subsurface. sorls and constructlon at the Site. Since the City of
~Newark has indicated that the ﬁrture use of the Site property will be commercial/light mdustnal,

_ constriction i in the subsurface soils, could occur in the future and this altematrve would

Sl 'srgmﬁcantly hmrt the options for property redcvelopment Mlgratron of VOCs t'rom the sorl to

- '.the groundwater would be reduced because mﬁltrauon would be reduced.

o AJttn'n___Ltl\gg_S_}_a_gﬁﬁ Under thcse alternatlves the overall protectlon Of human health and
“"the environment would be achleved by femO"al of the VOCs in the soil through on-site |

SR treatment. These alternatrves are protectxve of himan health and the environment but smce SR
S residual contarninated s01l remains on-sxte undcr the aspha.lt cap a deed restnct\on would be
B ‘requlred to mamtam protectlveness o e :

o Altematlves S S Under Alternatxve S-S protectlon of human health would be achlcved by
clar |

[
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‘ 'removmg contammated sorl ﬁ'om the Stte and placmg 1t m an appropnate oﬁ‘-srte faclhty

S Alternatrve S-6 Under this’ altemattve the overall protecnon of human health and the :
~ environment would be ach1eved by dlrect removal of the orgamc contarnmants through on-srte

o uamnmn

o Because the no’ actlon altematlve (Alternatlve S- I) is not fully protectlve of human health and the -
> envuonment 1t was ehmmated ﬁ'om consrderatlon under the remarmng elght cntena. , S

. 2 Comphance wrth apphcable or relevant and appropnate requlrements (ARARs)

" Sechon 121 (d) of CERCLA and NCP §300 430(1)(1)(n)(B) reqmre that remed1a1 actlons at

b _CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate F ederal and State .

- . location, or other clrcumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only. those State standards 1denuﬁed

L site address problems of situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site
o that their use is well-sulted to the particular site. Only those State standards that are 1dent1ﬁed i
- atimely manner and are more stringent than Federal requirements may be relevant and

- requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations thch are collectively referred to as "ARARS," SRR
" unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA sect:lon 121(d)(4).. Apphcable requrrements are L
. those cleaniip standards, standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or = '
limitations promulgated under Federal cnvnonmental or State environmental or facility siting. -
laws that speclﬁcally address a hazardous substance, pollutant, eontammant, remedxal actlon,

. byastateina nmely manner and that are more strmgent than Federal requuements may be
-7apphcable oL DS o

| Relevant and appropnate requuements are those cleanup standards standards of control and

" other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated -under Federal envrronmental R

or State environmental or facility, siting laws that, while not ' apphcable" toa hazardous _
substance, pollutant, contarmnant, remed1a1 actron, locatlon, or other circumstance at a CERCLA -

. ‘appropnate Comphance w1th ARARs addresses whether a remedy wﬂl meet all of the _
- -applicable or. relevant and appropnate requrrements of other F ederal and State env1ronmenta.l

statutes or provxdes a basrs for an mvokmg wmver

.\ ivi -6 would comply W1th ARARs Ma_)or ARARs are bneﬂy

' "descn'bedbelow B S L

There are no chemlcal-specxﬁc ARARs for the contammated soxls The Remedratron Goals are V-_ e
nsk-based for the surface soils. In addltlon, NIJDEP. has developed Impact to Groundwater Soil

5 -Cleanup Criteria to address sources of. groundwater contamination in soils, which are-also TBCs. .'1 _; ‘
~Alternatives S-2 through S-6 would satlsfy these cleanup goals through contamment, treatment or. TR

: ) removal of contammated sorl

- 'Au' standards set forth in 40 CFR 50 and NJAC 7 27-13 would be addressed through momtonng o

o 18 B
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during remedlal activities.

The Resource Conservatlon and Recovery Act (RCRA) isa federal law that mandates procedures
* for treating, transporting, storing, and dlsposmg of hazardous substances. All portions of RCRA .
‘that were applicable or relevant and appropnate to the proposed remedy for the Slte would be

" metby Altematlve S-2 through S-6.

Hazardous waste 1dent1ﬁcatlon and hstmg would be performed in accordance with 40 CFR -
261 and NJAC 7:25G-5. Hazardous waste d1sposa1 would be performed in accordance wrth 40
CFR 268 45 and NJAC 7: 26Gll . . _

. Because the documentatxon regardmg the source of contarmnatlon is inconclusive, EPA has

- concluded that the soil eontarmnants are not RCRA-hsted hazardous waste. Some soil testing has -
~ identified soils that exhibit hazardous charactenstlcs and these soils would need to be treated = .

off-site to remove these charactenstlcs, in accordance with RCRA, prior to land drsposal o

Transport and dxsposal of solid and hazardous wastes would be performed in accordance w1th »
regulations specified by the U. S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 49 CFR 170-179, RCRA
(40 CFR 258, 263 264 and 265) and New Jersey (NJAC 7. 26G NJAC 16: 49)

Primary Balancmg Criteria - The naxt ﬁve criteria, criteria 3. through 7, are known as
"primary balancing criteria.": These criteria are factors with which tradeoffs between -

- response measures are assessed so that the best optzon will be chosen, gtven .s'lte-spectﬁc :

'data and conditions. " R . '

3. Long—term effectlveness and permanence

- Long-term effectlveness and permanence refers to expected resxdual nsk and the abrlxty ofa

-remedy to maintain reliable protectlon of human health and the environment over time, once -

’clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of resrdual risk that will .
remain on site followmg remedlatlon and the adequacy and rehablhty of controls.. - . oL
-Alternatlve S-2 Cappmg with asphalt is an effecuve means of preventmg contact with

contaminated soil. ' The long-term effectiveness of Alternative S-2 would be dependent on
' maintenance of the cap and therefore this‘is the least certain of the five remaining a]ternatlves

‘The cap would need to be mamtamed for an mdeﬁmte timeé penod to prevent contact w1th

contaminated soil. ' : :

Altematlves S 3 and S-4 Under these alternauves long-term risks would be mlmmtzed and
permanence nearly achieved for VOC contammated soil because SVE, or steam injection and _
SVE would remove most VOC contarninants and the off-gas would be treated. The effectiveness -
of minimizing contact with residual contamination would be dependent on maintenance of the

. cap.
19
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- Alternative S-5° Under this alternative, the contaminated soil is not treated, but relocated to an
_‘ off-site location permitted to accept the material for disposal. The off-site location will have the
appropriate controls and be licensed to accept this material. Long-term:on-site risks will be
reduced, because the conta.tmnated soil w111 be removed ThlS alternative is consrdered
permanent e . .. . . .
. " Alternative S- 6 Usmg low-temperature thermal desorptlon, long-term nsks would be ehmmated
- and permanence achieved for VOC contaminated soil because treatment would remove VOC
‘contaminants from the soil, and the off-gas would be treated. :

| 4. Reductlon of toxxclty, mobrllty, or volume -

: Reductlon of toxmty, moblllty, or. volume through treatment refers to the antxcxpated
performance of the treatment technologles that may be mcluded as part ofa remedy

Alternatlve S- 2 ThlS altematlve does not reduce the tox1c1ty or volume of contammated soxl butb ,

the mobility of the contaminants would be decreased because of the reductlon of rainwater
infiltration aﬁer mstallatlon of the asphalt cap : S S

'.Altematlves S- 3 and S-4 These alternatlves would reduce the tox1c1ty and volume of the VOCs :

in the soil through the removal of thé VOCs and treatment of the off-gas. The moblhty of any
- residual contamination would be reduced by the mstallatlon of the cap o

~ Alternative S-5 Under thrs altematlve, there would be a reduction in the moblhty, tox101ty and
_volume of contaminated soil at the. Site.through proper disposal in an off-site facility. Minimal

reduction in tdxicity and volume of VOC contaminated soil - ‘may occur when the soil is mixed -

- with other wastes in the landfill. Ifthe hazardous soil requlres pretreatment, a reductlon ofthe
- volume and tox1c1ty would occur. D : :

‘ 'Altematlve S-6 Thrs alternatlve would reduce the tox1c1ty, moblhty, and volume of the orgamcs .
- in the soﬂ through the removal and off-gas treatment '

~

5. Short-Term Effectnveness

B Short-term effectlveness addresses the penod of t1me needed to unplement the remedy and -
-any adverse impacts t that may be posed to workers, the commumty -and the enwronment dunng
'.-constructlon and operation of the remedy untll cleanup levels are achieved.© =~ -

' Altematlve S-2 This alternative would mvolve minimal short-term risks to workers and the

‘community- dunng building/tank demohtlon and installation of the asphalt. cap. The short-term"
risks will be controlled with proper personal protectlve equlpment (PPE) air momtonng, and
Site controls . e ~ . o

0 .
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‘ Alternatrve S-3 and S-4 These alternatives contams some short-term risks to workers and the
community, associated with handling of, and exposure to, off-gases generated during SVE
equipment operatlon These short-term risks to workers and the community will be controlled
with proper PPE air momtonng, and SltC controls :

Alternatives S-3’ and S-4 would provrde sxgmﬁcant unpedlments to the Clty of Newark’
redevelopment plans for the Site smce the'placement of recovery wells and treatment systems
‘would limit available land for: redevelopment for a:significant time period following construction

and until remediation goals are achieved. Given the srgmﬁcant levels of contamination:
 remaining in the soil, treatment would potentlally be reqmred for a number of years Before
-demobilization of equipment there would need to be a monitoring penod to ensure that - -

remediation goals were achieved. During the time period required to design, pilot test, -
: 1mplement and momtor the results the Srte will not be avarlable for redevelopment

Alternative S S Thrs altematlve poses short-term nsks to on-site workers durmg bmldmg/tank
‘demolition. In addition, during excdvation, there are some short-term risks to on-site workers
resulting from dust generation, direct contact with'contaminated soil and open excavations
" during treatment. These risks will be reduced with proper PPE, air monitoring, and Site
. controls.: Additional short-term risks are posed during the transport of the contammated sorl to

" the off-srte dxsposal famhty, from accxdental spllls on roadways S

‘ Altemat:ve S-5 offers the fewest constramts in terms of redevelopment of the property since the ,
- excavation and removal w1]l only requrre a relatlvely short time penod to desrgn and 1mplement. :

_ Alternative S-6 This alternatlve contams some short-term nsks to workers and the commumty, :
~ associated with ‘handling of and exposure to, off-gases generated during treatment. In addition, ‘
during excavatron, there are some short-term risks to on-site workers resulting from dust

generation, direct contact with contaminated soxl and open excavations dunng treatment. These'» L

short-term risks to workers and the commumty could be controlled with proper PPE air
momtonng, and Sxte controls. -

6. Implementability R P A .- R

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasnblhty of aremedy from -
design through construction and operation. Factors-such as availability’ of servicesand

" materials, admlmstratlve feasxbllrty, and coordination with other governmental entltles

- -are also consrdered :

Alternatrve S 2 Thrs alternatrve is easrly 1mplemented usmg standard constructlon techmques

Alternatlves S:3 SVE has been unplernented at many snmlar s1tes A pllot test would be
required prior to unplementatron

500027



Altematlve S-4 In situ steam lIl_]CCthII could be unplemented successfully in a relatively short L
period.of time. Steam injection is a relatlvely newer and mnovatxve technology, s0'a pllOt test '
' would be reqmred prior to nnplementatlon :

_ Alternative S-5. Excavation and off-site d1sposa1 utilizes conventronal mea.ns and equlpment ' No
new techmques or pllot tests would be requlred -

' Altematlve S-6 Low temperature thermal desorptlon (LTDD) 18 feaS1ble, however, there have
‘been some probléms with the removal of halogenated VOCs at some sites. Because of the
proximity of residential areas to the Site there ‘may be commumty concerns regarding the =~
“implementation of LTDD. Care must be taken in the selectlon of the appropnate thermal '
desorptlon eqmpment : : : :

" 7. Cost.

Inc]udes estlmated capltal and O&M costs and net present worth value of capxtal and O&M
costs . . . o

Alternatwe S;2' costs are’ estlrnated to be $2, 717- 000; :Alternat:lve‘S 3 costs are estxmated to be
$4,019,000; Alternative S-4 costs are estimated to be $5,076, 000; Alternative S-5 costs are
~ estimated to be $7 664 440; and, Alternatrve S 6 cost are estlmated to be $8, 177 000 L

) ) R
-

o Modi jj/mg Crtterza Ihe final two evaluatlon crltena crzterza 8 and 9 are called "modi ﬁ/mg
criteria” because new information or comments from the state or the community on the Proposed
Plan may modify the preferred response measure or cause anather response: measure to be

considered. - : - : -

8. Stateaccepthnce_, o

" Indicates whether based on its review of the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, the state
supports opposes and/or has identified any reservations w1th the selected response measure.

'l'he State of New Jersey concurs w1th Altematlve S-5

9. Commumty acceptance

_ Summanzes the pubhc 5 general response to the response measures descnbed in the Proposed

" Plan and the RUFS reports. This assessment includes determining which of the response
measures the community supports, opposes, and/or has reservations about. EPA solicited input
from the commiunity on the remedial response measures proposed for the Site. The attached .
Responsrveness Summary addresses the comments recelved by the commumty The commumty

is supportlve of Altematlve S- 5

)
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. PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE

L 'Thls action is consrdered the final remedy for the soﬂs, bmldmgs and above-ground storage tanks )
- at the Site. This action addresses the contammated soil and building sump sediments, some of '

which are considered principal threat wastes because the chermcals of concern are found at

concentrahons that pose a 51gmﬁcant nsk ' Lo :

The treatment alternatrves mcludmg Altematlves S-3, S-4 a.nd S-6, and, to a degree S- 5 will
“meet the "pnnclpal threat" ‘waste reqmrements for consxdenng treatment asa pnnmpal element

' SELECTEDREMEDY S

Based upon consxderatlon of the results of the Slte mvestlgatlon, the requlrements of CERCLA,
the detailed analysis of the response measures, and public comments, EPA has determined that
~ Alternative S-5 is the appropriate remedy for addressing the contaminated soil and debris at the -
- Site. Alternative S-5 (Excavation; Off-site Disposal with Treatment) satisfies the requirements of
- CERCLA §121 and the NCP's nine evaluatlon criteria for remedial alternatives, 40 CFR .
-§300. 430(e)(9) Altematlve S- 5 is compnsed of the followmg components :

. demohtlon and off-srte drsposal of mne on-s1te bmldmgs, L
. removal and off-sxte dlsposal of above-ground storage tanks
| e excavation of an estunated 21 185 cublc yards of contarmnated sorl
. off-srte transportatlon and drsposal of contarmnated s01l thh treatment as necessary; .

i

. ' backﬁllmg and gradmg of all excavated areas wrth clean sorl and seedmg the areas

e placement ofa deed notice to restnct land use to non~res1dent1a1 (commerc1al/hght
mdustrlal) uses; and

. appropnate envuonmental momtonng to ensure the effectlveness of the remedy

As part of the nnplementatlon of the selected remedy, addrtronal mformatlon w:ll be collected to

_ further define the limits of contamination at the Site. For example soil sampling will be -

- conducted after the on-site buildings and all on-site sumps have been demohshed to determine
the volume of soil that must be removed from these areas, and to confirm the limits of
excavation, including in those areas where contaminated material extends to the property line. In -

-addition, investigations will be conducted where anomalies were detected during ground

- penetrating radar surveys. Findlly, post-excavation sampling will confirm that all contammated '

‘ matenal with concentratrons above' the remedratlon goals has been removed Cr ,

23
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* The esnmated cost of Altematlve S-5 is $7,664 440 A summary of the estlmated remedy cost for .
Altematxve S-5 is included as Table 7 of this ROD. The information in the cost estimate ' e ‘
summary table is based on the best available information regardmg the anticipated scope of the

. remedial alternatlve -Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result of new -

information and data collected during the engineering design of the remedial alternatlve Major
changes may be documented in a memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an Explanatlon
of Slgmﬁcant Differences, or a ROD amendment. This is an order—of-magmtude engineering
cost estlmate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual pro_tect cost.

" The selectron of Alternative S- 5 prov1des the best balance of tradeoﬁ's among response measures
© with respect to the nine evaluatlon criteria.- EPA believes that Alternative S-5 will be protective
of human health and the enviroriment, will be cost effective, and will utilize. permanent solutions
and alternative treatment technologles or resource recovery technologles to the maximum extent

practlcable ' A
| STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As was prev10usly noted, CERCLA §121(b)(1) mandates that a remedlal actlon must be
protective of human health and the environment, cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions
and alternative treatment technologles or resource recovery technologres to the maximum extent
‘practicable. Sectlon 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions: wh1ch employ
treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of the . L
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. 'CERCLA §121(d) further spe01ﬁes e .
that a remedial action must attain a degree of cleanup that sat1sﬁes ARARSs under federal and s
state laws, unless a waiver can be Justrﬁed pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4)

.Protectlon of Human Health and the Enwronment

The Selected Remedy, Altematlve S-5, w111 adequately protect human health and the .

environment through off-site disposal, with treatment as needed, and deed restrictions. The
Selected Remedy will eliminate all significant direct-contact risks to human health and the -
environment assocrated with the soil and debris. In addition, this action will eliminate and/or:
reduce substantlal sources of contamination to the. groundwater This action will result in'the
reduction of exposure levels to-acceptable risk levels within EPA's generally acceptable risk
'range of 10“ to 10 for carcinogens and below an HI of 1 for non-carcinogens. Implementation
of the Selected Remedy will not pose unacceptable short-tcrm nsks or adverse cross-medla

i 1mpacts
. Comphance w1th ARARs

: Alternatlve S- 5 w111 comply w1th ARARs as described below A1r standards set forth in 40 CFR
50 and NJAC 7:27-13 will be addressed- through ‘monitoring during remedial activities.
Hazardous waste 1dent1ﬁcat10n and hstmg w111 be performed in accordance w1th 40 CFR 261 and

. 500030



NJAC 7:25G-5. Hazardous waste dlsposal will be performed in accordance with 40 CFR 268.45

" and NJAC 7:26G11. Transport and disposal of'solid and hazardous wastes will be performed in - B ’

accordance with regulations specified by the U.S. Department of Transportatlon (DOT) 49 CFR
170-179, RCRA (40 CFR 258, 263, 264, and 265) and New Jersey (NJAC 73266, NJAC 16 49).
A complete hst of all ARARs may be referenced in Table 8. } -

'.'CostEffectlveness , . S, '”

-~ Inthe lead agency's Judgment the Selected Remedy is cost—eﬁ'ectlve and represents a reasonable
~ value for the money to be spent. In making this determination, the following definition was used:

" "A remedy shall be cost-effective if its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness." (NCP
§300.430(f)( 1)(11)(D)) This was accomplished by evaluating the "overall effectiveness" of those =
alternatives that satisfied the threshold criteria (i.e., were both protective of human health and the
environment and ARAR- comphant) Overall-effectiveness was evaluated by assessing thre¢-of - |
the five balancing criteria in combination (long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in

toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatiment; and short-term effectlveness) Overall

effectiveness was then compared with costs to determine cost-effectiveness. The relationship of
the overall effectiveness of this remed1a1 alternatrve was detérmined to be proportional to its - .
costs-and therefore this alternative represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent.

‘The total present worth for Alternatlve S-5is- estlmated to be $7, 664 440 Altematrve S-1was .
" determined not to be an acceptable alternative. Alternative S-2 is estimated to cost $2,717,000,
- Alternative S-3 is estimated to cost $4,019,000, and Alternative S-4 i is estimated to cost -~

. $5,076,000.. However, these alternatives are not as protective of human health as the selected

alternative. 'Alternative S-6 is estimated to cost $8,177,000. Therefore, the selected alternative is -
cost effective as it has been detennmed to prov1de the greatest overall protecttveness for its
. present worth costs. : : - :

Utlhzatlon of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies

EPA has determmed that the Selected Remedy represents the maximum extent to Wthh

* permanent solutions and treatment technolog1es can be utilized in a practicable manner at the

_ Site. Of those alternatives that are protective of human health and the environment and comply
with ARARs, EPA has determmed that the Selected Remedy provides the best balance of trade- .

offs in terms of the five balancing cntena, while also considering the statutory preference for *

treatment as a principal element and bias against off-site treatment and disposal and consrdenng

~ State and community acceptance. The Selected Remedy satisfies the criteria for long-term

- effectiveness and permanence by removmg all excavated contaminated source material from the

Site. The selected remedy does not present short-term risks different from the other alternatives.

£ ‘jThere are no specxal nnplementablhty issues s1nce the remedy employs standard technologles

© 25
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- Preference for Treatment as a Pnnclpal Element

- ThlS remedy excavates and treats the most hrghly contammated sorl off-s1te and, therefore, |
addresses the prmclpal threat wastes at the Site. - :

Flve-Year Rev1ew Regmrements

Because this remedy results in hazardous substances pollutants or contammants rema.mmg on
- the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review
will be conducted within five years of the initiation of the remedial action for this operable umt,
to ensure that' the remedy is, or will be, protective of hiiman health and environment, unless '
determmed otherw15e at the completlon of the remedxal actlon - :

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Whlte Chenucal Corporatlon site was released for pubhc cornment on
August 4, 2005. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative S- 5, Excavation and Off-site Disposal
as EPA's preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during
the public comment period. It was determined that no s1gmﬁcant changes to the remedy,
ongmally 1dent1ﬁed in the Proposed Plan, were necessary or appropnate

As part of the 1mplementatlon of the selected remedy, additional mformatlon will be collected to
further define the limits of contamination at the Site. For example, soil sampling will be ’

. conducted after the on-site buildings and all on-site sumps have been demolished to determine
the volume of soil that must be removed from these areas, and to confirm the limits of

* excavation, including in those areas where contaminated matenal extends to the property line. In

addition, investigations will be conducted where anomalies were detected during ground

penetrating radar surveys. Finally, post-excavation samphng will confirm that all contamm' ated - R

material with concentratlons above the remediation goals has been removed

All burldmg sumps, mcludmg those that have not been sampled are; expectcd to'be removed SRR
-during’ the unplementatlon of the selected remedy : o

26
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TABLE1'

Summgr.y-bf Chemicals of Concern and

‘Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Scenario Timeframe: _Current/Future ’
Medium: - All Soils

_Exposure Medium:  All Soils

Exposure - Chemicalof ~~ | Concentration Concen- uFrequieng'y Exposure “Exposure Statistical
_ Point _Potential Concern ‘Detected tration - of - ] Point - Point Measure
: = Units Detection .{ Conmcen- | Concen- <
v Min Max o tration . tration

White 1,2-Dichloroethane -} 0.071 43 mg/kg 55n72°.} .- 3.02 .mg/kg 95% UCL-C
Chemical All . — — . - 1 ' ; _ '
Soils - | Trichlorocthene | 0077 | 130 | meag | e1m2 | - 536 meke. | 9s%ucL-c

| mp-Xytenes oot | s00 | merg | 372 | 218 | meng, | eswucL-c

o-Xylenes 0075 | 260 | merg | 32 | 892 | mene. | oswucL-c :

Key -
mg/kg: nnlhgrams per kilogram T . . .
95% UCL C: 95% Cheb)shevUpperConﬁdmcc Imm . o e . .

Summry of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Speclﬁc Exposure Point Concentrnﬂons . o

The table pments ‘the chermcals of potential concetn (COPCs) and exposure pomt conccntmuon for each of the COPCs detected in media -

at the White Chemical Superfund site (i.e., the concentration that will be used to estimate the exposure and risk from each COPC in each

) mednum) 1,2-Dichloroethane, trichloroethene, and: m-,p-xylcna and o-xylems are the COPCs in all soils: The table includes the range of
concentrations detected for each COPC in all soils, as well as the frequency of detection (i.c., the number of times the chemical was:

detected in the samples collected st the snc), the exposure point concentration (EPC), and how the EPC was derived.. Risks and hazards

from inhalation of airborne contaminants in vapors emanating from onsite soils are modeled from thc alt soils EPCs prsented and can be

_found in the Final Risk Assessment Report for the White Chemical Superfund Site.
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TABLE 2

- _Non-Cnncér Toxicity Data Sumniar&l o

-Ingestion

. NA: No information available .

CNS: Central Nervous System Effects

GI Tract: Gastrointestinal Tract
NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assssmcnt, U.S. EPA
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA
-mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram

mg/m: milligrams per cubic meter

Summary of Toxlclty Assessment

- Chemical of - Chronic/ | Oral | -Oral- | Adjusted | Adjusted | Primary | Uncer- | Sources | Datesof
Potential Coneenr "Subchronic RD RfD RID Dermal - Target . | tainty . | of RID: |- RfD: -
. Value Units . (for RID Units Organ /Modify | Target .
, ' _ Dermal) L Factors | Organ
1.2-Dichlorocthane | Chronic | 2E02 | mgke- | 2E02 | mikeday | Kigney | 3000. | NcEA | 1002
Trichloroethene . Chronic |- 36804 | mgkg- | " 3B04 | mgkaday | Live | 3000 | NcEA | om0
. - o - dﬁy N . .- . : ‘ : ' R
Xyleries total), - Chronic * | 2601 | meke- | 2601 " | mghediy | ‘Body | 1000 | mis | oz
: - ' day . 1 Weight
-Inhalation = - - ‘ -
Chemical of ~ ]- 'Chronic/ "1 Inhal. | Inhal. | Inhalation’ | Inbalation ' Prlmarj " Uncer- Sources | Dates
Potential Concern | Subchronic RfC RfC RID RfD Target * tainty of RfD: of
Units | ’ Units Organ /Modify | Target RIC:

_J‘ ) - ‘. . ‘ ) an“‘ om.n . ,
1,2-Dichloroethane | Chronic . | SE-03. | mg/m® | 148-03 | mgkgdey | GiTrect. | 3000 | NcEA | 0493
Trichloroethene Chronic - | 4E02 | mg/m’ | 1.1E02 | mgkedsy | Liver,CNs | 1000 | NCEA | o801
Xylenes (total) Chronic ") a0 | mgm | 29802 | mgxgday | oNs | 300 RIS | 0203
Key o

This table provides non-carcmogemc risk mformanon which is relevant to l J-dlchlomethane, tnchloroethene, and xylenes (total), L
contaminants of potentml concern in surface so:ls at the White Cheniical Superfund Slte The toxicity values for xylenes (totnl) are apphed
to both m—,p-xyienm and o-xylmx v

’
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-. TABLE 3 ) S
_ Cancer Toxicitj' Data Summary
~Ingestion, Dermal Contact .
Chemical of Potential | Oral Units Adjusted .| SlopeFactor | Weightof | ‘Source | Date
- Concern - - Cancer ' | CancerSlope |  Units Evidence/ . .
R 4 -Stope | . 'l . Factor L - Capeer
-Factor | « = | (for Dermal) - ‘Guideline
R | 1 1 _| Description | .
1,2-Dichloroethane . | 9.1E02 | (mg/kg-day)" 9.1E-02 ' | (mg/kg-day)’ B2 . |iymis | o
Trichloroethene -+ 4E01 | (mghgdsy' | ‘4B01 | (mggdayy' |  B2Cc | NCEA | osm
Xylenes(total) . | NA. | (mgkgdayy' | . 'NA - | (mgkedsy)' | |
~Inhalation ' _ ' ' o ,
Chemical of Potential . Unit | . Units _; Inhalation Slobe Factor | Weightof - | .Souwree | p.l(e
"7 Concern . CRisk PR Cancer Slope |~ Units .Evidence/ - ’
R . . Factor C ‘Cancer - ;
: Guideline o
_ o - Description | e
12Dichloroethane . | NA | (mgmmyt CNA | (meigedayy' s KR
“Trichloroethene | NA . ~ (mg/my* 4E-01 (mg/kg-day)”’ B2:C NCEA L 08/01
Xylenesoa) | NA |- (mgm) _NA (mg/kg-day)' | ‘
| Key - .. EPAGroup:
NCEA : National Ccntcrfor Environmental Ass&ssment A -Human carcinogen . :
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System : B1- Probable Human Carcmogm Indlcatw that hm:ted human'
‘ ' - data are available .
.. B2 - Probabl¢ Human Carcinogen - lnd:cam sufficiént evidence in
" . animals associated with the site and inadequate ormo
. .evidence.in humans "~ o .
C - Possible human carcinogen ' ' . :
- "D - Not classifiable as 8 human carcinogen
" E .- Evidence of noncarcinogenicity
Summary of Toxicity Assessment g
This table prowda carcinogenic risk information whnch is. relcvant to l,2-d:chloroethanc, mchlarocthene, and xylenes (toml),
contaminants of potential concern in surface soils at the Whntc Chem:ca] Supafund Site. ‘
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TABLE 4 -
" Pagelof2

"Scenario Timeframe:

" Risk Characterization Summary; Non-Carcinogens

Futm'e:

Receptor Population: Commercial/lndustrial Onsite Worker
Receptor Age: ‘Adult- - - . P
Medium .Exp&surél “E;].)osure' - Chemical of Prlm;ry T : ‘.N‘on-Carcinogenl;c Hazard Quotient »
: .| Medium 'Point - | Potential Concern |- Target - S
\, : . o I ’ -Organ Ingestion | Inhalation | Dermal Exposure
‘ —_— S o Routes Total
| Ansois | air - Vaporsin | 12-Dichloroethane | Kidney - 02 = e
" | Air Trichloroethene . Liver - - - .03 1 - 03 .
, Xylenes - | Body - 0.5 el T es
) Total Hazard Index="| 3.1
Scenario Timeframe: . - Futire- :
| Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: © - Adult o
Medium Exposure | Exposure -| Chemicalof = § Primary Non-Carciiogenic Hazard Quotient
. " | Medium {  Point’ ‘| Potential Concern | Target — — " —
S £ o BT - { - Organ Ingestion | Inhslation } Dermal Exposure
AllSoils " | Air Vaporsin | 1,2-Dichloroethane | Kidney - 0.5 -1 os
Air Trichloroethene . - | Liver. = F 01 - 0.1
Xylenes Body - 005 - 0.05
Weight .
Total Hazal'-d Index = ) 21
Scenario Timeframe: .Current/Future » .
Réceptor Population: Off-site Resident
Receptor Age: Adult . ,
Medium Exposure | Exposure ‘ Chémical of Pﬁmry ‘ . Noq—Carcindgenlc Hazard anden-nﬂ i .
Medium }| Point Potential Concern Target - : - -
‘ Organ . | Ingestion | Inbalation | Dermal | Exposure
T . S "~ |- 7] Routes Total
AlSoils | Air Vaporsin | 1.2-Dichlorocthane | Kidney -~ Vo2 ) - 2
A Air Trichloroethene *, = | Liver -~ ¥ - 3.
Xylenes - ‘Body - - 4 - 4
’ Weight : ’ o
Total Hazard Index= | .-~ 9.
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TABLE4

Page20f2
Risk Charactenzatlon Summary Non-Carcinogens
Scenario Timeframe: - Current/Future - ‘
Receptor Population: " . Off-site Resident
Receptor Age: Child ¢
Medium' | Exposure 'Expos‘ure‘ * Chemical of ~ Primary - Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
) . Medium Point Potentinl Concern | - Target ‘
’ _ Organ Ingestion lnhllaﬁon Dermal 'Exposure
» o Routes Total
AllSoils | Air Vaporsin | 1,2-Dichlorocthané | Kidney < -4 - 4
Air Trichloroethene " Liver - 6 - 6
Xylenes Body. - 9 - 9
- 1 Welght : .
Total Hazard Index = 20
Scenario Timeframe: . Current/Funm . T
Receptor Population Conmcrcxal/lndusmal Oﬁ'-sxte Worker e
‘Receptor Age: Adult - o
Medium { Exposure Exposuré " Chemicsl of - Primary Non-Carcinogenlc erd Quotient .
o Medium | Point Potential Concern | Target
o i . ’ : " Organ lngestion lnhallﬁon D_en'ml Exposun
. . oo Routes Total
AllSoils | Air Vaporsin | 1,2-Dichloroethane | Kidney - 03" - .03
- | Air Trichloroethene ~ - | Liver - 05 - 0.5
Xylenes Body - - 02 - - 02
: Weight : '
Total Hazard ‘lhdﬁx -

20

: Snﬁlmary of Risk Characterization for Non-Caréinogens

3

| The noncancer risk estimates pmcnted repmcnt both the noncarcinogenic hazards nssoc:ated with exposune to the contaminants of .

| potential concern as well as the total noncancer hazard index from.exposure to all site-related contaminants detected. As shown in the
table, the most significant contribution to the total noncancer hamni is fmm arsenic; no other mdmdual comarmnam contributed
sngmﬁcanﬂy to the total nonicancer hazard. .

]
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 TABLES
,_ Page1lof2
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
Scenario Timefrsme: = Fumre o A .
Receptor Population: . - Commercial/Industrial On-Site Worker
Receptor Age: © Adult . .
Medium Exposure 1 Eiposure 1 Chemicalof | ' Clrclhogenlc Risk '
' Medium - * - Point © - | Potential Concern .[™ - - y -
' - . o Ingestion '} Inhalation Dermal Exposure
C ’ " . Routes -
7 ‘ 4 . . Total
Allsoils © | Air ¢ Vaporsin * | Trichloroethene - | . - .| 6B04 | - | eE04
St Outdoor Air - _ : ‘ ' " B
" Total Risk= 1E-03
Scenario Timeframe: . ‘
Receptor Population: = - * Construction Worker . ’
Receptor Age: ' Adult , T . ‘<
Medium 'Expﬁsnre- : Exposurp'f. " Chermnical of . - L Cn;cinogeic Risk -
_ _Medium | ~ _Point | Potential Concern [~ —T :
T B . = B : Ingestion Inhalation .| Dermal [ Exposure
] : ' Total
‘Ansois |'air ! :| vaposin | Trichioroethene O 1E06 | - 7E-06
C i Outdoor Air EE . . "
k - Total Risk= 3E-05
Scenario Timeframe: Cuntnt/Future CoT o - B L L o N
Receptor Population: Off-Site Resident o . . N o L
Receptor Age: . ) Adult .. . o - . R
' Medium » 4"Ex|;6s'|.|re' ' Exposure. - ) 'Chemieal of - . o : Carcinogénlc Risk
o Medivm "Point | Potential Concern. : - . -
. i - o ’ ; Ingestion . | Inhalation | Dermal | Exposure
; S & S o . R B . Tota}
Alsoils | Air [ veporsin | Trichioroethene | . -. | 6E03 = | B3 LT
' Total Risk= |- 6E-03
Scenario Timeframe: . Current/Future . ’
Receptor Population: - Off-site Resident
Receptor Age: - | . Child _
Medium .Exposure ] Exposure '. ‘Cbenilcnl of S o Carcin'ogenk Risk
Medium "~ Point Potential Concern e -
: ) . . Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
) ’ Routes
"~ Total
Al Soils | Air, AVapors in | Trichloroethene | - 3E03 - - 3E03 |
Outdoor Air C .o : : - . .
Total Risk= |  3E-03
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TABLE'S

' 'Page2of 2
Risk Charactenzation Summary Carclnogens
Scenario Timeframe: C\m'ent/Funme :
Receptor Population: « Commercxal/hdusmal Oﬁ'-sm: Worker
Receptor Age: " Adult ‘ o ‘
‘Medlim Exposure ' Exposure Cheuuc;l.pf Cardn&genle Risk
Medium Poiat - Potential Concern ) ; .
T " . o "~ | Ingestion Inhalation '| Dermal Exposure’
' : R Routes, -
. Total .
All Soils | Air 'Vapors in Trichloroethene - 8E-04 - SE-04
‘ Outdoor Air o :
) Total Risk = 9E-04

Summry of Risk Charscterlzatlon for Cnrclnogens .

-

' The cancer risk-estimates pmemed represem both the cancer risk assoclated with exposme to thc contaminant of concern,
Trichloroethene, as well as the total cancer risk:from exposure. to all Site-related contaminants detected. As shown in the table, the mogt

significant contribution to the total cancer risk is from TCE; no other contaminant contributed significantly to the total ¢sncer risk.
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REMEDIATION GOALS

TABLE 6

SOIL
WHlTE CHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE -
Contaminant o Risk Based, NJDEP Non- - | ‘NJDEP Impact 'Remediation
’ I Action Levels | Residential Direct | ‘to Ground *~ | '  Goals
: S ‘ContactSoll - |. WaterSoil -
-Cleanup Criteria Criteria
A '(NRDCSCC) (IGWSCC)
1,2 Dichloroethanie | 61,000uglkg | 24,000 ugrkg 1,000ugkg | 1,000 ugig |
cis-1,2, . 100,000 uglkg' | 1,000 ug/kg - 1,000 ugrkg |
* Dichloroethene - S ' _ 'k
Ethylbenzene . 100,000 ug/kg - - 100,000 ug/kg - | 100,000 ug/kg |
11,22 - 310,000 ug/kg = |- 1,000 ug/kg 1,000 ug/kg
‘ Tetrachloroethane o E ' L
I Tetrachloroethene - - 6,000 ug/kg - 1000 Ug/kg\ ’ 1,000 ug)kg J
(PCE) - Y 4 i
1,1,2-Trichloroethane - 420,000 ug/kg 1,000 ug/kg 1,000 uglkg
r Trichloroethene 1,190 ug/kg 54,000 ug/kg 1,000 uglkg 1,000 uglkg
m,p-Xylenes. - | 163,000 ug/kg S I I
' ‘ 1 1,000,000 pg/kg? | 67,000 pg/kg? | 67,000 uglkg?
_ o-Xylenes - 155000ugkg [ N ' .

Note:

! Risk Based Action Levels were developed based on a 10  risk factor
. 2Value prowded for xylenes (total).
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TabloT . : - o . T
RIAEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE ’ ’ ’
_ White Chemlcal COrporalon Site
Alternative S-2: Asphnlt Cap
: DESCRIPTION ' | QUANTITY |- UNIT CosT COST
BUILDING/AST DEMOLITION, ASPHALT CAP - .
Mobilization 11 lump sum $100,000] - $400,000
Asbestos and Lead Palnt Abatemem (Bu!ld‘ngs) . ) 11 lump sum $250,000} $250,000}.
Building Demoiition S 1! lump sum -$450,000 $450,000
Asbestos and Lead Paint Abatement (AsT) . 1] tumpsum | - $125,000 $125,000
AST Removal L i : B ) 1] lumpsum ' ~ $200,000; ~ $200,000 .
Backfill and Regrading : i : . 3,000| - cuyd. $25| $75,000
Asphalt Cap Construction (mateﬂals and placement) : . ' |- - o
Geomembrane , - | 21,300[ sqw . 85| . $106,500 X
1 foot crushed stone . ) - 7,100 ‘cuyd . $20 $142,000
8inches asphalt base course - o - 21,3001 sqyd . $11 $234,300
i Jinches asphait top course - - - L - g 24,300 sqyd | $13 - $276,900
SUB-TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS B T . o K o '31 959,700]
(Engineering (15%) o ’ ) A ’ $293,955
~_Contingency (25%) - .. - . ) N 1 I : $489,925
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS -, T i ’ o . e ' $2,743,580
. - |ANNUAL 0&M CoSTS: . S R s o
ISR "] - Cap Maintenance - o . 1{ fump sum | : _$5,000.00 $5.000]
TOTAL ANNUAL O&M COSTS B - o R T - $5,000
| PRESENT WORTH COSTS: o : o o '
Present worth of annual O&M costs, s%rateoversoyears _ . o ' - . §76,862|
o Total-capltalcosts : . » . . .$2,743,580
(TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ' — — 1 $2,621,000
4
O -
()
P
Ne) -
S -
0
FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY. o . S AN L - " WHITE CHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE- -
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" FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPENDIX B

" Table 7

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ES11MATE
White Chemical Corporation Site
Alternative S-3: Soll Vapor Extraction, Asphalit Cap

e,
: ' , . UNIT R
DESCRIPTION - QUANTITY {  UNIT . COST COST
BUILDINGIAST DEMOLITION ASPHALT CAP o - T h T -
Mobilization - i 1] lump sum $100,000 $100,000{
Asbestos and Lead Paint Abatement (Bu!ldlngs) 1} lump sum $250,000 $250,000
Building Demolition . | 1] lump sum $450,000| .- $450,0004.
. Asbestos and Lead Paint Abatement (AST) 1} lump-sum $125,000 $125,000}
AST Removal - - 1| ump sum $200,000 $200,000
Backfill and Regrading - 3,000 cuyd. - $250 $75,000
Asphalt Cap Constmctlm (materials and placement) - ) - .
Geomembrane - : 21,300] * sqyd . $5 $106,500
_1foot crushed stone - . i © 7,400] cuyd $20 $142,000
8inches asphalt base course 21,300| seqyd sl $234,300].
3inches asphalt top course - 21,300 sqyd 813 $276,900
SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION L Coe i :
Mobitization 41 umpsum |~ $15,000 *$15,000
PilotTest = . - ’ 1| tumpsum | $40,000 : $40,000
Treatment (includes well installation, equlpment et cetera) 21,185 cuwd’ $30 $635,550
Decontamination/Demobilization. . "~ 4| lump sum $50,000 © $50,000
> Permitting a 1} ump sum - $40,000 $40,000
. Consulting/Monitoring/Reporting 1 Iump sum -_$75,000 - $75,0001
SUB-TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $2,815,300
Engineering (15%) A $422,295
- |__Contingency (25%) '$703,825
JTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $3,941,420
ANNUAL O8M COSTS: o :
Cap Maintenance 4] umpsum |  $5,000.00 - $5,000
TOTAL ANNUAL OSM COSTS : S $5,000
. PRESENTWORTHCOSTS - R &
| Present worth of annual O&M costs, 5% rate over 30 wars - . $76,862
Total capital costs $3,941,420
. - . A
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH 1 $4,019,000

WHITE CHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE
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Table 7
REAEDML ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
) - .White Chemical Corporation Site - -
v Alhmatlvo S-4: Steam In]ectlon. Asphalt Cap ‘
' - _ 1 L
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY - UNIT COST COST
BUILDING/AST DEMOLITION, ASPHALT CAP B - T =

Mobilization - 1; lump sum $100,000 $100,000

Asbestos and Lead Paint Abatement (Buildlngs) 1] lump sum ~ $250,000 $250,000

'Building Demolition’ 1| lumpsum |, - .$450,000 $450,000

Asbestos and Lead Paint Abatement (AST) 1| lump sum $125,000 -$125,000

AST Removal 1{ fump sum $200,000 " $200,000

Backfill and Regrading 3,000 cuyd | $25 $75,000

- Asphalt Cap Construction (materials and placsmenl) . - . ]
‘Geomembrane.” T 21,300 sqyd - $5 $106,500
1-foot crushed stone " 7,1000  cuwd - $20 . $142,000

-~ 8inches.asphait base course N ol 21,300 . sqyd J$11 - $234,300

. 3iches asphalt top course T 21,300 . sqyd . © o $131 T $276,900]
STEAM INJECTION ' ‘ P
Mobilization 1| umpsum | $165000( - $165,000|-
Pilot Test i 1| tump sum $50,000/ - $50,000
.- System Instaltation- : « 1] lumpsym $690,000 $690,000

Treatment (includes well Installaﬂon equlpment et cetera) -1 .tump sum $591,000 $591,000

Permitting _ . 1| ump sum $40,000 $40,000

'ConsumnglMonltoﬁnglRepovﬂng 1| tump sum $75,000 $75,000
SUB-TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS ‘ 33.5'( 0,700

Engineeﬂng (15%) - $535,605

_ Contingency (25%) $892,675|
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $4,998,980
ANNUAL O&M COSTS: . » ‘

Cap mlntename - 1} ‘lump sum 8500000 '$5,000
TOTAL ANNUAL,O&M COSTS ' ~$5.000
PRESENTWORTHCOSTS: = = . : K

Present worth of annual O&M costs, 5% rate over 30 years $76,862
. "Total capital costs . $4,998,980
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH.

J___$5,076,000

WHITE CHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE *
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- = S DESCRlP‘rION | QuanTitY | uNIT. | cost " COST
BUlLDlNGlAST DEMOLITlON . : .
Mobilization : 1{ lumpsum | $100,000/ = $100,000].
Asbastos and Lead Paint Abatement (Bulldlngs) 1| umpsum | $250,000| - $250,000
Building Demolition 1] lumpsum | $450,000 - $450,000
Asbestos and Lead Palnt Abatement (AST) 1| lumpsum | $125,000 $125,000|
~AST Removal ; © 1{ ump sum | $200,000 $200,000] -
“|ExcavaTion anp oFF-STE DIsPOSAL | | ‘ o
Mobilization . 1| lumpsum | $100,000 $100,000
Removal and Stockplllng of Asphalt and Concrete . 499| cuyd’ $25| - $124,227
. Excavation and Stockpifing of Contaminated Soil 19,065 .cuwd. | $25 $476,625
Excavation-and Stockpiling of RCRA Hazardous Soll - 2,120 cuyd. '$25|- . $53,000
Transportation & Offsite Disposal of Asphait and Concrete 4,969} cuy. - .. 850 $248,453
* Transportation & Offsite Disposal of Contaminated Soil -1 19,065 cu yd: - $60(. -"$1,143,900}
Transportation & Offsite Disposal of RCRA Hazardous Sofl - 2,1201 - cuyd. - $5251°  $1,113,000
Post-Excavation Sampling and Analwls . : 120 sample - -$350 . $42,000
. -Backfill and Regrading : . 29,154| " cuyd. . $25 - $728,852
Topsoil/Seed (4 Inches) 21,300( . sqyd $15| - $319,500
SUB-TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $5,474,800] .
Enginoering (15%) ) - $821,190
Contingency (25%) .- . $1,368,650]
- [ToTALCAPITAL coé‘rs ~$7,864,440
ANNUAL 08M COSTS: ; , B
No Malntenance Requlmd 1| mpsum | $0.00 - 50
Fromat ANNUAL G&M CoSTS %]
PRESENT WORTH COSTS: - R
Presantmﬂmfamualo&Mcosts S)Smteoveraoyears - $0
Total capital costs ' ) " $7,664,440
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH -1 $7,665,000

- FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY -

APPENDIX B

Tablo 7

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE ‘
- White Chemical Corporation Site
Alternative S-5: Exuvaﬁon and Oft-Site Disposal of All Contanlnatod Soll .

- UNIT




» Table? — T
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE LT )
White Chemical COrpordlon Site. . . =
Altematlvn S-8: ExSltu Low Tanporature ‘I'hemul Desomﬂon
: DESCRIFI'ION . QUANTITY: UNIT - | COST | c¢OosST . .
|BUILDING/AST DEMOLITION T , T N D : R
Mobilization - ’ : -1} lump sum $100,000{ - $100,000f - '
'AsbeslmandLeadPalnt Abatament (Buildlngs) 1) wmpsum | $250,000f ~ $250,000|
" Bullding Demolition 1} -lumpsum | $450,000| .  $450,000
Asbestos and Lead Paint Abahement (AST) - 1| lumpsum | $125000| .  $125,000
"AST Removal : ) ) 1| lump sum $200,000{ .~ $200,000]
LOW TEMPERATURE THERMAL DESORPTION - . ]
- W,RemovalandStockplllng ofAsphaItandConcteta e ages) cuyd” 5. st2aa22r| .. - . .
; | Mobilization - 7 1) tumpsum | $150,000] - $150,000] .
- 1 Excavation and StockpllingofComamlnated Solls o 21,185 cuwd.- $25| - $529,625
Treatment with Low Temperature Thermal Desorptlon ’ S 1 21,185] - euyd, | . -$125. . $2,648,125
Post-Treatment Sampling and Analysis - A 45 sample | -$350| - $15,750 T
Post-Excavation Sampling and Analysis: . : I 100| . sample.. |.  '$350| -  $35000] © = T
Transportation & Offsite Disposal ofAsphaItandecmte” 4969| cuw. - $50 $248,453| -
Pemmitting - v S -kl oA umpsum |0 " $40,0000 . . $40,000
Backfill and Regradlng . ) e : 24,185 cuwd.. - $25|.  $604,625]
Topsoil/Seed (4 inches) _ o . . 21,300) sqyd | $15| = $319,500]"
.~ |SUB-TOTAL CAPTTAL COSTS — T | esp0a00
. ‘  Engineering (15%) . : . S : o o $876,060
-~ ‘Conﬁngemy;(zs%) L : S . i N B $1,460,100
TOTAL CAPITAL GOSTS S - $8,176,560
‘ ANNUALO&MCOSTS ' A
wn - .
8 NoMaanneeRequIred 1| wmpsum ) - $0.00( - .- $0
o - TOTAL ANNUAL OBMCOSTS ' ~ : - _ $0
. |PRESENT WORTH COSTS: , S - :
PmsetﬂmﬂtdanmaIO&Mcosu %rateoversoyaars o . s o $0
Tomicapmm N L ' $8,176,560]
(TOTALPRESENTWORTH — — ' —_|__$8,177,000
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Table'8
Page 1of5

Chemical Specific ARARs and fBCs
- White Chemical Corporation Site o

Regulatory

'ARAR/TBC

Status |

' FS Considerations

Discharge Elimination
System (NJAC:7:14A)

' Underground Injection Contml Permlt (NJAC 14A-8).

, _ Requirement Synopsis
Level. ~Identification o ,

Fede'ra! .40 CFR, Part 268.40,‘ ~ | ARAR Hazardous constituents in hazardousbwaste orin ‘Technology standards oran
Treatment Standards found ' treated residue must be at or below values found in equivalent treatment technology
in Table 1 in'40 CFR Part the table (“total waste standards’) for that waste and.- | approved by the administrator
261.24 . the extract of treated residue must be at or below the | exists for wastes prior to land

“values found in the “waste extract standards” and the | disposal.
o o ‘ waste must be treated using specifi ed technology T
Federal 40 CFR, Part 268 ARAR Land Dlsposal Restrictions (LDRs)'identiﬁes' -, Soll removed for off-site disposal
S o : : .| hazardous wastes that are restricted from land - may contain.contaminants at . -
-] disposal and defines the limited circumstances under . concentlatlons which trigger
‘| which an otherwise prohibited waste- may be land LDRs.
o 7 » " disposed. ‘ B
| Federal | OSWER 9355.4-14FSA Soil “ | T8C | Overall appréa'ch for developing soll screenirig levels _ | Remedial action altematives
- Screening Guldance 1 for specific contaminants and exposure pathways at . include options for In-sltu s
o : | hazardous waste sites under residential use scenario. | remediation. -
| Federal 40 CFR Part 265 subpans I | ARAR | Defines time frame wastes maybe stored on-site. .| Remedial action altematives may . ‘
. and J N .-~ | The date on which the accumulation began must be require the temporary storage of
o cleariy indicated on each oontainer N . hazardous wastes on-site prior to
o . N 1 . : o transfer or on-site disposal.
State New Jersey Soil Cleanup” .. | TBC i_' = Rmvidee«soil cleanup cﬂterla' fqr‘contamlnated sites. ;Some altematives include soll
o Criteria for Contamlnated N - ‘ . S e T »'treatment
State New Jersey'Water Pollution | ARAR ' Pnowdes requlrements for NJPDES-DGW including Some remedial action

altematives may require an- -

-Underground Injection Control _'

Permit for in-situ injection of

“material into an aquifer.
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Table 8
Page 2 of 5

Lodatlon Specific ARARs and TBCs
" White Chemical Corporation Site

Regulatofy

'Requlremént_ Syhops‘is

New Jersey

| plant species list

‘| Division of Parks and Forestry, New Jersey
| Department of Environmental Conservation

ARAR/TBC Status FS Considerations -
Level. Identification ' o
Federal - Executive Order on ARAR Must be developed if remedial action impacts Determine floodplains and
' - Floodplain Management floodplains - avoid to the extent possible the long | potential to transport - .
- :and Protection of = . “and short-term adverse impacts-associated with | contamination in soil- removal Bl
Wetiands E.O. 11988 and the occupancy and modification of floodplains. alternative. . -
11990‘ o ' . A ' R
. | New Jersey - NJAC 7:13 - Flood Hazard ARAR Purpose is to control development in floodplain . | Determine floodplains and
' _ Area Regulatlons - . _areas in order to avoid or mitigate the detrimental potential to transport © .
B . | effects. : contamination in soil removal _
: alternative or other detrimental
effects from in-situ
alternatives.
New Jersey’s threatened = | TBC - New Jersey's Threatened Plant Species. Determine if any plants listed

are in the areas to be used for
remediatlon ‘




Table 8
Page 3 of 5

- Action Specific ARARs and TBCs
White Chemical Corporation Site

'_Regulatory

250005

Standards (29 CFR 1926). *

' workers '

.ARARITBC | Status Requirement Synopsis ' FS Considerations
Level . Identification - o v - o
Federal |-40.CFR; Part 268 ARAR 'Land'.Disposal'Res_trictions(LDRs) identifies VLD_Rs contain requirements for
: hazardous wastes restricted from land disposal testing, treatment, storage,
and defines the limited circumstances under which | nofification, certification of
an otherwise prohibited waste may be Iand ‘1 compliance, variances and record
disposed. ) .- | keeping. Wastes may be excluded .
- | from the ban under select . . -
circumstances defined in 40.CFR 268.
Federal - 40 C?R, Part 262 - ARAR | Standards appltcable to generators of hazardous - Remsdlalvactions may generate
' ' waste. '] hazardous waste for treatment and
‘ 4 ‘ dlsposal
Federal - - 40 CFR, Part 263 |'ARAR Standards applicable to- transporters of hazardous Remedial actions may require
o v ’ ' : waste transportation and off-site disposal of :
_ : » , v _ - hazardous wastes. -
Federal OSWER Off-site Policy ~ .-, | ARAR This ensures that facllities authorized to accept Remedial action altemnatives include
e Directive Number 98934.11 | - CERCLA generated wastes oompty with RCRA  options for off-site disposal.
_ S S ) operating standards. : B B
Federal OSHA - General Industry ARAR - Specify the 8-hour TWA ooncentratton ‘for worker - | Applicable during remedial actions :
' Standards (29 CFR 1910) exposure to various organic compounds. Training | during construction of facilities for soil
S : _ . ‘requirements specified in 29 CFR 1910. | remediation. . .
Federal OSHA - Safety and Health -] ARAR . | OSHA Constructton Industry Standards for \ Applicable during remedial actions” -

-during construction of facllities for soll

_remediation.
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Table 8
Page 4 of 5

Action Specific ARARs and TBCs -
White Chemical Corporation Site -

~ Status

| CFR 107, 171.1-172.558).

Regulatory ARAR/TBC Requirement Synopsis FS Consliderations
* Level Identification - ‘ - a
Federal - | 40 CFR, Part 268 ARAR Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) identifies LDRs contain requirements for
. e hazardous wastes restricted from land disposat testing, treatment, storage,
_ | and defines the limited circumstances under which | notification, certification of
= - | .an-otherwise prohibnted waste may be Iand -compliance; variances and: record
i = disposed o ‘ “keeping. Wastes may be excluded..
from the ban under select
_ . _ , /clrcumstances defined in 40 CFR 268.
Federal OSHA - Safety and Health ARAR- OSHA Reoord Keeplng, Reporting and Related Appllcable during construction of
' Standards (29 CFR 1904) : Regulations. ~ - | faciiities for soll remediation for
: ) reporting occupational ilinesses or -
injuries.. - .
Federal OSWER Dlrectlve #9355.7- | TBC Consider land use in making remedy selection Land use in and about the source of )
' o 04, Land Use in the decisions with a particutar focus on the contamlnatton
CERCLA Remediation - community’s desired future use of propeity.
.| Selection Process ' . , o c :
State “Brownfield and ] ARAR | As a condition of the No Further-Action/Covenant | Consider for the No Action and
S Contaminated Site ' _Not'to Sue, the engineering and Institutional | Excavation Altematives if these
‘Remediation Act.” N.J.S.A.. - | controls must be evaluated every two years. require any institutional controls or-
- - | 68:10B-13:1a(2)(a). : - . o - : deed restrictions. - Require blennlal _
_Codified in NJAC 7. 26- R certiﬂcation submittal. .
6.4(g). ' o ,
Federal DOT Rules for ARAR 'Provldes regulatlons for the transportatlon of - Conslder for the soil excavatlon
Transportation of hazardous waste altemative
Hazardous Materials (49 -
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Table 8-
Page 5 of 5

Action Specific ARARs arid TBCs N
- White Chemical’ Co_rporatlen.SIte

‘State

| New Jersey 7:26.

| 1264.254.

TBC Provides regulations of the transportation of solid. ‘ :Conslder for the soil excavation
Subchapter 3 _ wastes in New Jersey. - | altemnative.
B " State g New Jersey 7: 26E: s ARAR Rl Provldes requirements for Site Remed|atlon in 'Applles to all alternatives.
: | “Technical Requirements for New Jersey )

Site Remediation” - _

Federal . RCRA Standards for - ‘ ARAR ) Presents RCRA standards for excavation of Consider for the excavatle_n\ :
Excavation and Fugitive - hazardous soil ’ alternative.
-Dust 40 CFR 264.251- :
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- September 22, 2005
Mr. George Hawley |
Newark Public Library

5 Washington Street = - ‘
Newark New Jersey 07102 :

Dear Mr Hawley

Enclosed please find a copy of the Admlnlstratnve Record fi Ie for the

- White Chemical Corporation Superfund site, Operable Unit 2.  This is a

compilation of the information upon which the Environmental Protection
Agency based its selectnon of the response actlon for thrs S|te An index
is also enclosed . '

Thank you: for accepting these volumes and. any future addltlons to the
Administrative Record. Please make these documents available for
public review and treat them as a non-cnrculatlng reference not to be ‘

removed from your facility.
If you ‘have any questlons please. call me at (212) 637-4296 or Ms. .
Romona Pezzella, the Project Manager, at- (212) 637-4385. If at any-

time you can no Ionger maintain the Administrative Record at your
facility, please call us and we wnII arrange to have it moved

Thank you agaln for your help :

Sincerely yours o

| Jennle Delcrmento '

- Environmental Protection Specnahst , ‘
Emergency and Remedial Response DIVISIOn '
Enclosure

bee: B. Pezzella

J. Josephson
H', Droha_n,
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1.0

1.5

3.0

3.3

WHITE CHEMICAL conpoanmxon SITE ,
OPERABLE UNIT TWO . x
 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

SITE IDENTIFICA!IONVT

,100001.-5
100005

100006 -

100018

Previous Operable Uh;t Informatzon

,Report Five- Year Review Regor;, yge Ia, Whlte
“;Chemlcal Corp Site, Newark, New Jersey, prepared

by U.S. EPA, Reglon 2, September 30, 1997.

,Memorandum to Mr. George ‘Pavlou, Dlrector,

- Emergency and Remedial Response DlVlSlOD, U.S.

EPA, . Region 2 from Mr.- Robert Vaughn, Chlef
Special Projects Branch, U.S. EPA, Region 2,
White Chemical Corporatlon Slte, Second Flve Year

- Review, September 25, 2002.° (Attachment: Five-

Year Review Report, White Chemical Superfund Site, 1
'~ Newark, Essex County, New Jersey, prepared by U. S

EPA, Reglon 2, September 26, 2002 )

'REMEDIAL‘INVESTIGAEIpﬁ

Work Plans

300001 -
1300015 -

Letfer.rqur;\JohniJ;_Bachmanh,,Jr.,?Contracting' '
Officer, and Mr.. Keith Moncino,- Project Officer,
U. S. EPA, Reglon 2, from Dev Sachdev, PhD; PE,»

RAC II Program Manager, Foster Wheeler -

Environmental Corporation, re: RAC II_Program -
Contract No. 68-W-98-214, Work Assignment No. 027-
RICO-026J, White Chemlcal RI/FS, Letter Work Plan,

J;-June 17 1999,
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3.4

3.5

'300016
1300191

©300192 -

300651.

‘300652 -
301219

301220'4
301689

,Remed;al Investlgatron Reports

- Report: Final’ Remedlal Investlgatlon Report, Wh;te
. Chemical Corporation, Newark, New Jersey, Volume I

of III, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Foster Wheeler
Environmental- Corporation, prepared for U.S. EPA,

-Reglon 2 Apr11 2003.

Report:»Flnal Remedlal'InVestigation Report, White
Chemical Corporation Newark New Jerse No ume :

11 of 111, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Foster

Wheeler Environmental Corporatlon, prepared for
U. S EPA, Reglon 2, Aprll 2003 :

Report Flnal Remedlal Investlgatlon Report, Whlte

" Chemical Corporatlon, Newark, New Jersey, Volume

IIT of III, prepared by Malcolm Plrnle, Foster

 Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared for -
- U. 8. EPA, Reglon 2, April 2003. o ,

‘ Report Final Rlsk Assessment Report, Whlte
- Chemical Corporation, Newark, New Jersey, prepared

'f'by Malcolm Pirnie, Foster Wheeler Environmental

301690 -

301694

Corporatlon, prepared for U S EPA, Reglon 2, May
2003. .

Report Technical Memorandum Number 1, Wo;k B

‘Assignment Number 027- RICO-026J, White Chemlgal

RI/FS, Screenlng of - Remedlal Alternatlves, Aprll ’

'28 +2004.

‘correspondence'

301695 -

301711

“400001 -

400099

Letter to Mr. Matthew Westgate, U S. EPA Reglon ;
2, from Mr. Thomas E. Imbrlglotta, Hydrologlst,.,‘

' U.S. Geological Survey, re: Evaluation of the
.Whlte Chemlcal Slte 1n New Jersey, Apr11 24, 2003

FEASIBILITY STUD!

:Fea31b111ty ;tudy Reports L

Report Flnal Feasibility Study Report for -
Operable Unit 2: On-Site Soil, Bulldlngs and - -
Tanks, White Chemical Corporation Site, Newark,

,“‘2:' ,
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4.

7.

7.

10.

10

New Jersey, prepared by Malcolm Plrnle,,Inc’,.and”>
Tetra Tech EC, Inc ’ prepared for U. S EPA, Region’;
2, August 2005 i : . ‘ 1

‘Cor:espondence '

.':.400100— 'Memorandum to Mr. Matthew Westgate, Remedlal b .
400101 Project Manager, ERRD/SPB/Mega Projects Team, U.S..

. EPA, Reglon 2, from Mr. Michael Sivak, Risk .
Assessor, ERRD/PSB/Techn1ca1 Support: Team, ‘U.8..
'~ EPA, Region 2, re: Draft Feasibility Study . Report, ’
~ White Chemical: Superfund Slte, February 2004, -
~,Apr11 16, 2004 A

400102 - Fac51mlle Transmlttal Form (w1th attachments) to
400109 Mr. Matthew Westgate, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr.

Luis Sanders, State of New Jersey, Department of .
<Env1ronmental Protection, re: White Chemical b
Corporation, Draft’ Feasrblllty Study Report, NJDEP:,'
Revlew and Comments, June 9 2004 . ‘

' ENFORCEMENT

Consent.Decrees

.7000b1 - United States Dlstrlct Court for the Dlstrlct of -

700040 . New Jersey; United States of America, Plaintiff,

o

|

V. 'AZS .Corporation, Toyo Soda (Amerlca), Inc.,
Tosoh Corporatlon,_Tosoh America, Inc.; ‘and Tosoh
USA, Inc., Defendants, Civil Action No. 99-464
(ORD), Notice of Lodglng of Consent Decree, '
Feoruary 1, 1999. ,

PUBLIC ﬁARfiCIPATION,‘}
Comments and Responses

10. 00001 Letter (w1th attachment) to Mr. Jeff Josephson,

-10 00018 ‘Team Leader, U.S. EPA, Reglon 2,. from Sharpe

~ James, Mayor, City of Newark re: Whlte Chemlcal
' Company Superfund Site OU-2 (White Chemical Slte),
. - Feasibility Study for Bulldrngs, Tanks &
. Contaminated’ Sorls (June, 2005) ' (Proposed Plan),
August 26, 2005 o L

tj? -
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'j10 3 Publ;c Not;ces

P. 10. 00019— Unlted States EnV1ronmental Protectlon Agency

110.00019 Inv1tes Public Comment on the Proposed Plan for
the White Chemical Corporatlon Superfund Slte,
. Essex. County; New Jersey, undated : .

10.4'Pub11c MEetxng Transcrzpts

‘t

"P.U, 10 00020 Letter (w1th enclosure) dated August 11, 2005,'

-10. 00057 Ms. Romona Pezzella, .U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr.
Richard J.. Feeney, P.E., Tetra Tech EC, Inc., re:

USEPA RAC II Contract Number: 68-W-98-214, Work

- Assignment Numbeér: 127-RICO-026J, White Chemical

RI/FS, Transcrlpt from Publlc Meetlng on 9 August

2005. o S . _

lpf§’Proposed Plan,jx

P. 10, 00058- Superfund Program Proposed Plan, Whlte Chem1cal

10.00074 . .Corporation Slte, prepared by U. S EPA, Reglon 2,
S August 2005 ‘ ‘ .
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APR-27-2002 17:18 FROM:REMEDIATION MGT & RE 689 984 6514 - WBsGiEmarmoe e ae

~ o - '%tate::‘fﬂe&x Jexgey . . - - . ‘

Richard J, Codey _ Departinent ofEnvwonmental Protecuon o - . Brudlcy M. Campbeli  ~

"Acting CGiovermnaor . ' o : . Commissioner
SEP 2 9 mgs

Honorable Alan J. Steinberg, Reglonal Admimstrawr "
_ United States Envuomnenml Proteet:on Agency Regmn )
290 Braadway ' ,
" New York, NY 10007 1866

RE: Record of Deexs:on (ROD) Operable Unit #2
"~ White Chemlca.l Corporauon Site, Newark, Essex Coumy, NJ

'Dear Mr. Stemberg

The New Jersey Dcpanmenl of Env:ronmental Protection (Departmem) has complcted
review of the September 2005 Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit #2 -
(OU2) submitted for the referenced site. The OU2Z ROD addresscs on-site buildings, -

"~ above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) surface debris, and subsurface sox[ The Department
is pleased to concur. wnh the chosen remedy .

'.The seleeted remedy for OU2is Altemauve S-5 (Fxcavanon Offsite DLSposal wnh
lrcatmcnt) Allema.hve §-5is eompnsed of the followmg components:

demolmon and off-sxtc disposal of nine on-sne buﬂdmgs :

removal and off-site disposal of above ground stérage tanks - .

‘excavation of an estimated 21,185 cubic yards.of contaminated soil

o[T-site:transportation and disposal of contammated soil, with treatment as necessary '
~ backfilling and grading of all excavated areas’ S :
‘placcmient of a deed notice to restrict land use to non-reszderm aluse

appropnate cnvxronmental momtormg to ensure the cffecnveness of the remedy

As part of remcdy lmplementatmn LPA states that it will collect additional sampling

- information during post excavation. This will allow confirmation of the limits of the

~ various excavation areas, and that all contaminated matenal with conccntranons abave
the remediation goals have been removcd '
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Attachment A

Superfund Program Proposed Plan -

‘White Chemical Corporation Site
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‘preferred alternative with the rationalé for this .

1 "A final groundwater remedy will be addressed ina "’
_.future Proposed Plan and Record of Decxsron.

" the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
- Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA or
Superfund). This Proposed Plan summarizes -~ ...
" information that can be found in greater detail in the.

- documents contained in the Administrative Record ’
file for this Site. EPA and NJDEP encourage the

Superfund Program
Proposed Plan a

Whlte Chemical Corporation Site
_ August 2005 e

“U.S. Envnronmental Protectlon )
Agency, Reglon ll %

EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN

| Thls Proposed Plan describes the remedml

alternatives that the U.S. Environmental Protectwn '
soils, sump sediments, buﬂdxngs and tanks at the -
White Chemxcal Corporatlon Superﬁmd Site (Slte)
ocated in Newark, New Jersey and 1dent1ﬁes EPA’

preference. The Preferred Altematlve calls for the
excavation, transPortatlon and disposal of &n B

Proposed Plan includes summaries of all cleanup

| alternatives for contaminated soil evaluated for use at o
_this Site.; This document is issued by EPA, the. lead o
| agency for Site acnvmes, and the New Jersey- o
- Department of Envxronmental Protection (NJDBP),
the support agency for this project. EPA;in - -

consultation with NJDEP, will select a final. sorl

| remedy for the Site after reviewing and consxdenng '

" all information submltted during the 30-day public . -
~comment period. ‘EPA, in consultation with NJDEP o
| may modify the Preferred Alternative or select . -
| another response action presented in this Plan based .

on new information or public comments. Therefore,
the public is encouraged to review.and comment on
all the alternatives presented in this Proposed Plan.

EPAis 1ssumg t]:us Proposed Plan as part ofi 1ts
community relations program inder section 1 l7(a) of -

White Chemical Corporation Remedial Invesngatlon
and Feasibility Study (RUF S) reports and other

. : -Dates to remember
.MARK YOUR CALENDAR

"PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Agency (EPA) considered to remediate oontammated - -.U.S. EPA will accept writien eomments onthe .

* > U.S. EPA will hold a public mestif to expiain thé  ;

.. - also be accepted at the meeting. The meeting will be - - .

| estimated 21,185 cubic yards of contaminated soil. .. - BroadStreet, Newark, NJ .
|- ‘The soil that is highly contaminated would be treated.

off-site (if required) prior to land disposal, This ~. . . Recordatthe following locaﬂons

" U.S. EPA Records Center, Reglon i

. Newark Public Ubrary
. ... .5 Washington Street " RS
© . Newark, NJ. 071027 -7

-+ - Hours: Monday, Tuesday; Wednesday. Frlday.
Saturday -8am- 5 30 pm. Thursday 9 am 8 30 pm

N ‘Superfund actxvmes that have been conducted at the
e ‘Slte o ,
T SITE msrom{ |
The Wlnte Chemlca.l Corporahon (WCC) Slte

. measures 4.4 acres, and1slocatedat660 .
" ‘Frelmghuysen Avenue (Block 3872, Lot 109), _

~ amajor thoroughfare with s1gmﬁcant res1dentm],
" - located 1mmed1ately east of two large manufacttmng

: facrhtxes a leather conipany and a sportswear 1
manufacturer An alrport-suppon services oomplex is ’

August 4 - September 2, 2005
i Proposed Plan dudng the pubuc oomment period

PUBLIC MEETING Augus!ﬂ 2005

. Proposed Plan and all of the sltematives presented in
_the Feasibillty Study. Oral and written comments will ..

held atthe Newark City Hall Councll Chambon. 920

' For more lnformatlon, s the Ad

280 Broadway, 18" Floor,.. -

New York, New York 10007-1866

-~ (212)-637-3261 . =
' Hours Monday-Fdday 9 am to Spm

(973) 733-5412

pubhc to rev1ew these documents to 'ga.m a mom
. comprehensive understandmg of the Site and- :

Newark, Essex County, NJ. Frelmghuysen Avendela B

* commercial, and mdustnal populations. The Site is *
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i, currently located porth of the Site. ‘The castem . - 'NIDEP issued several Notices of Violations fora: -:. -] 1 7
-7 border of t_hé Site is adjacent to Conrail and Amtrack:  variety of infractions including lmproperdmm y ~_ B
@ il thai serve as a major rail comidor inNew . management, leaking druras, open containers,and” :"| .
Jersey. Weequahic Park (including Weequahic Lake - inadequate aisle space. 'In October 1989, WCC NN A
" and a golf course), a school, and scveral large " initiated Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceedings. < - 0
 housing complexes, high-rise senior citizen - . Between May and August 1990, NJDEP removed - -
residences, and cemeteries, are located to the west, - approximately 1,000 drums from the Site, On. R
. within 0.4 mile of the Site. .- . .. " September 7, 1990, EPA performed a preliminary |
i 04 mle ot T U scssment of the WOC facility and found sumerous
‘Major Site features include nine buildings, a former - air- and water-réactive substances in 55-gallon drums, L
abovéground storage tank (AST) fam (tank farm), ... " Approximately 10,900 55- gallon drums of hazardous | '_
en underground tunnel, and a railroad spur. Five - . substances were precariously stacked or improperly - :|.” -
Jarge buildings (Building Numbers 33, 34, 34A,35 - . stored throughout the Site, Drums and other . R
and 36), three smaller, facility-support buildings - . - containers were found in various stagesof |- © .7 |:s
(Boiler Room, Pump House and Maintenarice Shop), - - deterioration fuming and leaking their contents onto . - e
‘and a decontamination (decon) shed are located on - - the soil: ‘Numerous stains were observed on the soil. " |. +
the western portion of the property.. The majority of . - Other containers observed were 150 gas cylinders, . <]
tanks, vats and process reactors; hundreds _ |- *¢

" these buildings are grouped around the former tank - - 126 storage eSS
* farm focated near the center of the Site. The " of fberpack drums, gloss and plasticbottles, snd - {7
‘of Building No. 34 and leads 1o the south. SeePlate. : . [+ i TUr i
a A R " The on-site labgrato;ybbntaihéd;thOﬁ’saha;df:1_._‘- R
S T s T unsegregated laboratory chemicals in deteriorating ; : |
. In September 1970, Central Services Corporation - conditions. -These containers were haphazardly stored
A e eehased the property from the Uion .+ on structurally unsound shelvidg, or stacked inpilés ;-] .
@ S Comomtion 1tisbelieved that much of he . on the floor. EPA overpacked 11 fuming drums and |
present Site infrastructure, including sewer'and . " - secured them for future handling.” In total 4,200- RREARE &

“utility conduits, and ‘buildings, may date from the - " empty drums were shipped off-site for disposal, and )

time of Union Carbide’s ownership. CSC'sold the. ' 6,700 drums were staged on-site for latér", 7 -.
 characterization and disposal." In 1990, the EP A

. property to the Lancaster Chemical Company, 8~ _ ..

“division of the AZS Corporation, in August 1975. - - Technical Assistance Team reported that five " i
R TRt S T -7 F7 " extremelyhazardous substanices were preserit at the.

" The White Chemical Corporation (W CC) Jeased the - Site including; allyl alcohol; bromine; chlorine; red - -+ |
Site in 1983 and moved its operations from Bayonne, - phosphorous; and, phosphorous richloride. "7 |
U to Newark; NJ. WCC produced three primary” ;% . . R S RN o S
. groups of chemical products: acid chlorides, +""" n September 1990, EPA issued a Unilateral ©- ;" |
B matod organics (both aliphatic and aromatic), _  Administrative Order (UAO) barring WCC from *.
_and mineral acids, most notably hydriodic acid. ‘The - continuing O.n-site'.opcrat‘ions'. and ordering evacuation: | .
‘Bnished products, mostly solids and powders, were - - of all persomne’ In October 1990, the U.S. District - | -
 generally .fbr.mulatéd.,in small batches i_bllbwin’g I " Court for the District of New Jersey _iS'_.S\i_Qd' an order . : e
e cstoms. . . . coloringheUAO. InNovember 1990, he Agemey - |
R T o fer ToxicSubstancés'andDisg':as'e.Régisu-y.(ATsDR)' 2l
" Beginning in'1989 and continuing through the - " - - " jssued a health consultation that concluded that thel ..
. preseat, the Site has been the subject of numerous .- - Site posed an imminent and substantial health and " ]
inspectioris, site assessments, investigations, and - - safety threat to nearby residents and workers; & |+
removal actions. N.JDEP_chduCted‘sleve‘i"al .-+ """ public Health Advisory was issued by ATSDR i :
¢ Site between Junc and September © ~ November 1990, Between 1990 and 1991, EPA -~ . .|
the Resource Conservationand - . removed several thousand drums and performed * ~ - 1

. inspections of th
. 1989 pursuant to ' _ | .
., ‘Recovery Act (RCRA). Based on these inspections, - several assessments at the site, - . -]
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¢

i, "EPAproposed the Site for inclusion on the National . :
[ ist (NPL) on May 9,:1991, and the Site: -
“aias Bsted on September 25, 1991.. The Operable .

71) Record of Decision (ROD), issued on

i Priorities

Unit 1(OU1)

. Seplember 26, 1991, required appropriste security . .

‘measures; st.abiIiZation‘of the Site, on-site treatment . -
o aestaizaton of contaminaed matre, of e

treatment, recycling or disposal of contam inated ' -
décontar off-site disposalor:, - . - "
eeycling of empty drums and containers, 1. ¥ i Lo
déﬁdntamiﬂaﬁpnﬁof:on—sitq»Sth_'agQtanks and process " L
piping, and appropriate environmental monitoring. ..

K matenal, decontami nauon and o

! %aiad on the known contamination o the property;

oL and requested EPA to take the lead on subsequent removal actions; . *

" activities on Octobir 27, 1992 and completing them - g
" onMarch 1993. In total, the PRP group rémoved | .-
" gpproximately 7,900 drums, the contents of more than - S

containers, approximately 50,000 gallons of liquid .~ - T
contained inprocess ks, and 14 gascylinders. . .
In1996,the Clty of NGWark acqulred ‘ Tthe Site .thro' \ ugh 1-
foreclosure after AZS failed ft_Q‘Pay}p_rqur_t_y. taxes. .|

Approimately 1,000 durss wizé renoved iom the Ste duing s NIDEP

removal action. .Completed when NJDEP reached its project cost ceiling” B

| tplemientation of security measures, stabilization of the Site, on-site 1 [

; ;'ecyciing or di’sf)_os’al of ¢ont?aminatcd material,‘decont'z}minationfand off- -

treatrnent or neutralization of contarninated material, off-site treatment, - -
site disposal or recycling of empty: drumis and containers, decontamination ER
of on-site Storage tanks and process piping, and appropriate environmental J : ..

. | removal of 7,900 drums, approximately. 12,500 laboratory chemical - .
"+ | tanks, 14 gés cylinders, and draining and cleaning process tank piping énd

| March 1993, © - & -

EPA issued a UAOtoxmplementthe OU1 ROD which resultédinthe

containers; approximately 50,000 gallons of liquid contained in process - B

the contents of 100 tanks. The PRPs compléted the removal action in. " .

| ppraynm—g
“of this Proposed Plan): 7 -
- OU2- '

' Remediation of Site buildings, tanks, sump sediment &nd contaminated .- § ..}

- | ‘soils. Redvice the potential for exposure by direct contact or ingestion of . J:- -
" | unsaturated soils with contaminants above remediation goals. Reduce the - PR N

. | potential for exposure through inhalation of vapors that may migrate from .|

unsaturated soils. Reduce the poiential for the further migration of "+

contaminants from the unsaturated soils to the groundwatet. . . ©, = B

Tn March, 1992, _

complied with the UAO,

EPA issued a UAO to eleven: S
""»'pétéhtially'vréspoﬂsiblq parties (PRPs). The eleven .-
PRPs included AZS, the landowner at the time, © -
WCC; the operator of the Site, WCCs president, - -
| atid eight generators. Three of the generator PRPs “:
4 initiating the response

—

'In 1998, the EPA Environmental Response Team -~ 1.
- (ERT) conducted a soil-and building material ' - . ‘] :.
" investigation at the Site. Resuits.of the sampling -, |- L

activities indicated the presence of heavy metals .

 and polybrominated biphenyls (PBB) i soil, swmp |

500067

lOOtanks, approxlmately 1‘2,500 labOIatory Chemical, L



¢ | sediment, and buxldmg matenal wipe samples. -
Semr-volatrle organic compounds (SVOCs), heavy . ... .
- -metals, and dioxin were also found in the soils and S “concentrations exceeding TBCs includéd: 1,1,2,2- N
L tetrachloroethiane (28,000 parts per billion (ppb)), o 15
2o l,2-tnchloroethane (1,400 ppb), 1,2- e
. .- dickloroethane 31, 000 ppb), ethylbenzene

: (130,000 pb), mp, *yleme (500,000 ppb), o-

_sediments, and asbestos was found in the on-stte o

| ' bmldmgs
| ”SITE CHARACTERISTICS

' The OU2 remedxal mvesnganon (RI) ﬁeld work
was conducted from October 1998 through July -
1999, The OU2 RI was completed in April 2003 -

.'and focused on defining the nature and extent of
" contamination at the Site. Samples collected
inchide surface and subsurface soil, sump .

: sedlment, groundwater and bmldmg matena.ls R

'The majonty of the sorls contaniination,'at the sm

| -is the result of 1mproper staging, control and
maintenance of process chemicals contained i in

| .drums, laboratory chemical contairiers, storage
tanks and process tanks. Althoughsoil = -
contamination is present ‘throughout the Site, the

ma_]onty is located within the top two feet of sorl. -
The OU2 RI concluded that it is unlikely that -~ "
contaminants migrated off-site through the S
. unsaturated soil. VOCs were detected in numerous- IR

" surface and subsurface soil samples at -

concentranons that exceeded screening levels The' ‘

screemng levels used were the New Jersey

' Non-Resxdentlal Direct Soil Cleanup Criteria
'(NRDCSCC), and/or NJDEP- Impactto - -
Groundwater Soil. Criteria IGWSCC): These
criteria are not Applicable or Relevant and [

Appropriate Regulatrons (ARARS) under = : - ; A

‘CERCLA, but are ” “To Be Consulered” cntena
~(TBCs) for. the Site. A total of nine VOCs were.

detected in the surface soil (0-2 feet below ground | L

1 ‘surface) and t.bree VOCs were detectedinthe

subsurface soil at concentrations that exceeded the - R
TBCs, the majonty of these are chlonnated VOCs,:' o

‘S urface Sgﬂ

1 Contammatnon in the surface sorl is dxstn’butcd o

throughout the Site while the subsurface
contamlnanon is pnmanly found near the

v 8 SVOC contammatton

~ gate and the eastern Site boundary the southeast

- commer (south of thie concrete. ‘tank pad connected to }

.. Building No. 35), and the ceiterof the Site - <17 i

- (between Building Nos. 34 and 35). Seven ! svoc: A
..":were detected in the surface soil and six. SVOCs ~ e

-7 majority of these compounds are pol cyc
- aromattc hydrocarbons (PAHs"

HEE Detectable levels of droxln were found in all 11
" surface soil samples analyzed for dioxin;, however,

Department.of Environmental Protection (N.TDEP) ‘ - the maximum concentration detected, 59'87 parts

ubsurface o

soils, VOCs that were . detected at very elevated

xylene o0, 000 ppb), and trichloroethene (130 ooo s

were detected in the subsurface soil a
concentrations that exceeded the TB_ The

,,,,,

RE Three pesttcxdes/polychlonnated b .phenyls (PCBs).'-
. were detected in the surface soil.-In- general,
o elevated pestxcrde/PCB ooncentrat:lons were found
" in'very few soil samples and at shallow depths (<
. _feet). "The highest concentration of PCBs detected

in surface sorls was 13 parts per mxlh'"

per trillion, is. considered acceptable for
commercral/mdustnal properttes

S -Although morgamcs (or metal) contammatlon was i ‘.L";Z?
" found at depths up to 12 feet bgs, the majonty of L
3 “the metal contammatron was present in the top two
~ 'feet of soil. Seven morgamc contammants were o
detected at concentrattons above the TBCs. : { R

' Detectable levels of polybrommated brphenyls

(PBBs) were found in nine of 23 surface goil -

' jsamples PBB concentratlons ranged ﬁ'om 0 28 ppb
to 190 ppb. There are no, federal or state v

R ,ARARs/TBCsforPBBs.

5 eastern/northeastern Srte boundary /In wne surmos T
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‘ TBCs.. Although VOC contamination was found at , )

* contamination was found at depths up to tenfeet .~

e
1
i -4
‘/ )

<

_.Subsurface

[n subsurface sorls 1 l,2,2-tetrachloroethane, 1,2 °

dlchloroethane and tnchloroethene echded

depths up to 12 feet bgs, the majority of the
contammatlon rs found in the top two feet.

ubsurface'sod SVOC contammatron at
concentrations sbove the. TBCs was primarily

found near the center of the Site. ‘Although SVOC -

bgs, the majority ¢ of the. contammatxon is found in
the top. two feet: “There were only three Svocs .
thatexceeded TBCsmsubsurface sods

Onlyi one pestlclde (dreldnn) was detectedata -
' subsurface soil ooncentratron that exoeeded the

! soxls conta:ned only thallrum at a
concentratron above the NRDCSSC for that

¢ls of PBBS were. found in one of

'Detectable eve

eight subsurface soil samples PBBs were found at’ S
th of 3.5 feet bgs.at a concentratxon'“ o

amaxxmumdep
-0£9.2 ppb. Therearenofederalorstate

_ ARARs/TBCs or S Soﬂ Scrcemng Levels for PBBs ’

Twenty surface sorl and four subsurface sorl
Leaching ‘Procedure (T CLP) parameters to -

. determine 1 if the soils are RCRA hazardous waste
The majority of the compounds/ analytes were.
detected at trace  levels; however, one surface son
.sample contained one, TCLP contaminant -
(tnchloroethene) ata concentratlon (580 parts per ‘

‘billion) that exce
hmlt. ‘Based on these results, the ma_)onty 'of soil”

‘on the Site would not be charactenzed asa RCRA '
hazardous waste ok L

Building 34 Sump Sediment

‘I‘wo sump sedxment samples were col]ected fmm .

~‘the Site to ‘determine wbat types of contaminants
may have been used i in the buildings and to

determmeifthe sumps/ﬂoordramsoouldbe o

L "I‘wo sump samples were analyzed forTCLP ¥
. parameter and one contaminant 1,2-d1chloroethane i

.- was detected at a ‘concentration that exceeded an . I
e ARAR. - l,2-dlchloroethane was detected at. - 3
" - concentrations up to 760,000 ppb which exceeded - g

ceeded the RCRA TCLP- regulatory v
- _fthe RCRA TCLP-regulatory hm1t of 500 ppb

: potentral sources of soil and groundwater ' :
oontammatxon. The majority of the contammatxon =) .

‘was found i in the sump-sediment: sample collected - 3 B

- from Building No. 34. VOC concentrations < . "
* measured in the sump were sufficiently hrgh m

indicate that ﬁee-phase product may have "

. -accumulated in the sump. Residual contammauon" ) IR
" may exist around and under this sump. The VOCs
.. ... - that were ‘detected include chlorinated compolmds -

" methylene chloride (25,230,000 ppb), 1,2- - . .- .
o dichloroethane (27,460,000 ppb), trichloroethene . | .-
(230,000 ppb), 1 1.2-trichloroethane (560,000 ppb); |
j_ o ‘l 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (560,000 ppb), and the - 1 4

" ‘hydrocarbons ethylbenzene (200,000 ppb), o-xylene | R
. (400 000 ppb), and m,p-xylene (3 800, 000 ppb) o

) .The only semi-volaule contammant deteoted u o .' R

. : concentrattons that exceeded TBCs was
S benzo(a)pyrenc (2 900 ppb)

- 'f_,'-..".»vae pest1c1des were detected at eoncentratxons that A7
" exceeded the TBCs. These include Gamma-BHC ‘

heptachlor, aldnn, dleldnn, 4 4'-DDD

' ‘.Thcre are no federal or state ARARS’TBcs for

* PBB compounds but PBBs were detected in'the .|
' two:sump samples analyzed at concentrau(,ns s up toi 8
”.750ppb o ERREN S

e - Only one morgamc, antimony, was detected at a N
3 -concentratlon that exceeded the NRDCSCC s

samples were analyzed for Toxicity Charactensnc T

R -Buudmg Materials

) ,Asbestos-oontammg matenals (ACMs) both ﬁ'lable _,._.: .

and non-friable, were found inall of the Site . . .

buildings except the Decon Shed and Pump House 5 B

The majority of the ACMs were from laboratory

" related fumlshmgs, caulkmg, and miscellaneous

debns
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{7 Lead ‘based pamt was detected in Bmldmg Nos..

¥ 33,34,35 and 36, the Boiler Room, andthernp
"+ House. With the exception. of a wooden door . R

casing, all lead-based paint was found on steel or 1,'

* other metal substrates such as columns, beams, .

windows doors, staxrs ladders, a wall an elevator, L
"‘Aand a ﬁre escape <

g w"“
L

One TCLP compound, 1,2-dlchloroethane, was o "

detected in a building material sample ata =

; concentratlon that exceeded the RCRA TCLP

| Tegulatory limit. This sample 3 was eollected ﬁom o
s - recycling of empty drums and eontamers,

. decontamination of on-site storage tanks and'; =" .|

.. process piping, and environmental momtonng. Thc

. third-and final ROD for the Sltemllfocuson Lo
_groundwater oontammahon.

Athe extenor of Buxldmg No 33

| Wipe samples were collected from three bmldmgs,
Building Nos. 33,34 and 35. 'Analysis of these - :
samples indicated the presence of 24 SVOCs, elght_- U

TS SUMMARY OF srmmsxs

standard since there sire not federal or state. .7 o

pestxcxdes PBBs, and 21 metals. None of the _
detected concentratxons can be compared to. any

fARARs/TBCs for wxpe samples

WHAT IS A "PRlNClPAL THREA‘P? R
" The NCP establishes ‘2 expeciation that EPA will use. -
freatment to address the. principal threats posed by s sits -
wherever practicable (NCP Section 300.430(a)(1 )(m)(A».
- “The "principal threat” gancept is applbd to the

| - characterization of "sotiroe materials® at a Superfund shte, A

source material ls material that includes or contains |
hazardous substances, poliutants or contaminants that act
8s a reservoir for migration of contamination to gmundwahar
* surface water or alr, or acts as a source for direct g,
Contaminated groundwater generally is not considered to be
2 source material; however, Non-Agueols Phase Liquids .
(NAPLs) in gmundwaher may be viewed as source matefhl
. Principal threat wastes are those source matgrials
.considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally .-
. cannotbe relisbly contained, or would present 3 significant -
risk to human health or the environment should exposure -
oceur. The decision 1o, treat these wastes s made on @ site- -
. specific basis through & detalled analysis of the anemaﬂvee o
using the ning remedy selection criterla This analysis -
provides a basls for making a statutory finding that the-.

Based on the results of the samplmg conducted at -

the Sxte, the principal threats posed by the Site are -
portions of the highly contaminated surface and

‘ ‘, subsurface soxls and the bulldmg sump sedlments e

| f,scori«;’ AND. ROLE OFTHE ACTION |

T

‘A Based upon the results of tbe OU2 RI, a baseline. .
© " .-risk assessment was conducted to eshmate the nsks' i
o ‘assocxated thh current and futme Sxt > | - f

e o The basehne nsk assessment estmates the’ human :
- health and ecologlcal risk. whxch could result ﬁ'om 1

were taken, Based on current zonmg and future
development plans, the Site is likely to remain

' is expected at the Sxte, although surroun, jing

. As prevxously dxscussed, EPA is addressmg thg
remediation of the White' Chemical Coxporahon
. Siteina phased approach.” This ROD; the second
' of three RODs planned for the Site, focuses on the - :
. remediation of the on-site buﬂd.mgs, above-ground
. storage tanks, on-site soil and. sump sediment; The
-~ OU1ROD, issued on September 26,1991, and the -
.~ 1990 and 1992 removal actions at the Site resulted
! - instabilization of the Site, oni-site treatment or*
. neutralization of contammated matenal, qﬁ”—sﬁe
" treatment, recychng or dlsposal of contammated
 -material, decontamination and off-site dtsposa.l or

: ndmons

commercial/industrial, and ho residential land use_

facilities and resxdentxal ‘homes.. Therefore, ﬁxe RN
" baseline human health risk assessment focused on - f RE
R -health effects for populatwns that are. hkely tobe |
*. "+ present under these land use scenarios (trespassem,
EER commerc:al/mdustnal wod:ers, eonstmehdn . 5
¢ i workers and off-sité residerits) and that could result- 1
' from current and ﬁlturedlrectcontactmth i
o contaminated surface and subsurface soils, such as -F
" inicidental ingestion of contaminated soils or - - - ]
.. inhalation of particulate dust at the Site and oﬁ' the -
.+ Site. It is EPA’s.current Jndgment that the - 1
" Preferred Alternative identified i in this Pmposed R B
 Plan, or one of the other active measures - o
considered in the Proposed Plan, is necessary to

protect public health or welfare from actual of -

;'threatened releases of hazsrdous substanees mto the"-,t .

©

ri
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: The human health nsk assessment evaluated

exposure to surface and subsurface soils at the Sxte

‘under several exposure soenanos, mcludmg direct: -
“contact exposures to curren ent trespassers exposed to
“surface soils, and future exposure to surface and

. subsurface soils by on-site commercralfmdustnal

workers and eonstructron workers, as well as -
‘current and future exposures to off-site resrdents
‘and off-site ‘workers to fugltlve dust and vapors

: generated from on-srte sorls.

-No unacceptable cancer nsks or Tion-cancer -

N :hazards.were estnnated for Current trespassers at .

"Direct contact exposure, mcludmg mcrdental
‘ mgestlon of soil, dermal contact with soil, and

+inhalation of fugmve dust and vapors emanatmg
. from soils, is ‘associated’ with excess hfetrme AR
;jcancernsksof9x10"forthe S

N ‘commercial/industrial worker. The non-cancer
~hazard index of 3 exceeds

EPA’s benchmark of 1. In both estrmates,

}.;mchloroethene conmbutes most 81gmﬁcantly tb

‘ ! the cancer nsk and non-cancer

‘:'The evaluanon of exposure to future construcnon |

'-"workers at the Srte resiilts in a non-cancer hazard -

“index of 18, with tnchloroethene and 1,2-

‘ dichloroethane contributing most s1gmﬁcantly o
. ;,the total hazard. The excess hfetrme cancer nsk is | SO
thmwceptablelevels."" LTI N P .

Oﬂ'—srte resrdents both adult and chlldren, were'
“evaluated for exposures to air-bome fugitive dust
"and vapors from on-site soils migrating off Site.
' The excess lifetime cancer risks are 6 x 10* and 2
x10% for adult and chﬂd resrdents respectwely, n

The :

_'non-caneerhazard mdex for the child resxdent is 5

' the non-cancer hazard index for the adultis below: " : -
-the benchmark of 1. The risk driving chemlcals for R
. both the cancer’ eﬁ'ects and the non-cancer effects . '

are tnchloroethene l,2-dlchloroethane and
xylenes. : _

‘WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS IT CALCULATED?
~* Superfund baseline human health risk .assessment 6 an
' analysis of - the potential- adverse health effects caused by -
Ca hazardwssubstanoereleasest‘romasltehtheabsenoeotmy
. adimstocontrdormlﬁgatettmemdefumem-amuum
. -land uses. Afour-stepprooe&lsuﬁlmdforassesdmdb-
- related human heanh dsks for reasonable maximurn exposuo :

Hazard identiﬁcation In thlsstep theoontamlnantsolw\oam =
- atthesltelnvartousmedla(le  sofl, groundwater, surface.
.water, and air) are identified based on such factors as toxdcity,

frequency of occurrence, and fate and’ transport of the -

‘ ."contamlnants in the environment, concentrations . of tho .
" contaminants in spedﬁc rmdla mobll s

umAssessment:lnthlsstep thedlﬂerem

- ‘pathways through which people might be exposed.to the
. - contaminants identified In the previous step are evaluated.
. Examples of exposure pathways’ indlude incidental ingestion of 3

and dermal contact with contaminated soll. Factors relating 1o

| the exposure assessment include, but are not fimited to, the .. {° L

concentrations that people might be exposed toand the potentisl -

PR frequency and duration of exposure. Using these factors, & -
. ~:;a;so?albi'ee'm;xih um.exposure” scenario, which portrays the
< - highest le umane)q:osurematcwldreasmably '
: ;expemd to ooour. is ealculatad. e b. -

‘ “.Toxlcrty Assessment. |n this step. the Qypes of adverse hedlh bE .
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the retationship’ -} B

between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverss .

. effects (response) are determined. Potential health effects are
; chemlcal-spedﬁcand may ‘"d“deu‘eﬂs“ofdevebplng S
‘over a lifetime or other non-cancer health - effects, !wl '°:.“ | A

changes in the normal functions of organs within the body (6.g..

" changes In the effectiveness of the immune system). Some.. .
" chemicals are wpable ot‘ wuslno both ancaf and non-aneu' -
: ghealtheﬁeds. , _ L

. Rlsk Charactenzation. Thls step summaﬂzes and oombhu“
. ‘outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide 8

quantitative assessment of site risks.” Exposures are evaluated : '..

_based on the potential risk ‘of developing cancer and the . .-

potential for non-cancer- health hazards.’ The [ikefihood of an

- individual developing cancer Is expressed as a probabliity. For .'-~": -
hn ‘hullsﬂﬂ‘ M - A

example, @' 10* cancer fisk means a “one-n-

- excess cancer risk’; or one additional cancer may be seenin 8- i B

poulationoHOOOOpeopleasaresultofexposmbslbf .

contaminants under-the conditions explained In the Exposure * .-
Assessment. - Current Superfund guidelines for acceptable O R
xposUres are an Individual lifetime excess cancer riskinthe.. |-/ -

ge of 10 t0 10° (oorrespondlngtoaone—lm-ttmandb '

Coa g n-a-million excess cancer risk). For non-cancer health 5

- effects, ‘a"hazard index” (H) Is calculated. ‘An HI representsthe ' P

. sum of the individual exposure. levels compared to thelr B -
" . comesponding reference doses. The key concept for a non-"-.".

cancer Hi Is thata =threshold level” (measured as an Hiof less

_iman1)e:dstsbelowwh!d\nm-wnoefheattheﬁectsaromt'
,'fexpectedtoooal' R o

For the oﬁ'—s1te worker exposed fo fugrtrve dust and
. vapors generated from on-site soils, the excess ..

" lifetime cancer risk is estimated at 8x10%, wlth
. trichloroethene as the most significant contributor . |.
s _' to the caneernsk. ‘The non-cancerhaza.rd index 1s- N

Ty
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. the airborne dust and vapors, as well as the toxicity .

(-

; ‘significant contributors,

| contaminant pathways, and are listed below: K
e Redl_'ldfeor:éhmmat' i te the direc t contact . .

———

G, with trichloroethens and xylenes asmost

residents and workers fron )
“the soils. The risk estimates are based on current

reasonable maximum exposure scenarios aﬁd‘v‘yere‘.'f ‘

developed by taking into account various - .-

' conservative a;sumpﬁons about the frequen o5 arid T
* duration of an ind'iyidual’s equsurg to the soil and. - -

. of the chemiicals of concern, including: -

. eboroshens 1.2 dickloroetane, nd syiens, o

- Because soils are contarmn ated w:thVOCs at. V'-f;.' L

- The results of the baseline risk assessment were . _ SN N
-Ieyels that could result in ‘_‘conﬁmﬁh‘g’fggjm'df? CE

“used to derive Site-specific Risk-Based Action” " .

Levels (RBALS) for those chemicals in soil with s

_the potential to cause human health risks iy excess. - o

- of EPA acceptable levels. RBALS were derived for -+ _ o
 trichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethane and XYlenes: .- - - soils in excess of the NJIDEP IGWSCC, ag /. "
S e LTI * indicated in Tab e.extent pract; . :

ity . Therefore, the NIDEP IGWSCC are selected g~ 7-:

" 'The Site offers limited habitat valae to wildlife. :

since it is within a highly urbanized location and Do

scenario. Therefore, no further action is

atthe Site. : " - .

| REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES . ST
. and utilize permanent solutions and alternatiye, " - -

. Ireatment technologies andresoumerecove!y NI

- alternatives to the maximum éxtent Practicable,. Jsi .|

. addition, the statuts includes 5 preference forthe - |- .

. . use of treatment as a principal element for the. " ] -

~* reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume ofthe .

o
.

' Remedial action ‘objectives (RAOs) are specific T
 goals to protect human health and the environment, .-
These objectives are based on'available informa- - -
‘tion and standards s ich as ARARs and appropriate -

Criteria, advisories, and guidance (i.e,, TBCs) and --

considers all identified Site concerns ang IR

- threar associated with contaminated soil'fo

- levels protective of a commercial/industrial

e Reduceorehmmate eXposurethrough R

Theseﬁsk’s"axidha'zézﬂlevélsindicatethatthe;gis R Mmizeoreliminate’cbn,tamiﬁém}ﬁf?é;r"
, signiﬁcantpot:enﬁal'xjskfto workers from direct P S ‘ RN

exposure to contaminated soil and to off-site*
m on-site contaminantsin. - -

~ This préposed action would reduce the direct ° T I

: . contact excess cancer risk associated with exposure |
to contaminated soils to below one in a million for -

- commercial/industrial Site usw’ﬂnswm be @ Lol

.t groundwater whtarninaﬁqb,‘thjs,bmpgsﬂ action .
would reduce the threat fo 'grd;'uhdwat‘érpé'séd by .

~ PRGs for VOCs in soils at the Site, The est; timated .|
. depth of the soil_’eXcavaﬁpn,of.;xp to'8 feet below . - o
; oca .~ . ground surface is based B R |
| contains very little vegetation or open'space. This. - . grou '
| isalso likely to be the case under BN

the future-use .

recommended with regard to eco]og]ca_] receptors

e cost effective, comply with other, tutory laws, ‘[

RBALS established based on the risk assessment, .-
»Rémedial.acﬁon_objecﬁvgs developed for the sof] -

. The “eonstruction ime” o cach afteratve refocts |
. only the time required '0 construct or iinplement - . [\
 the remedy and does not inchide the tirsie required | -

hazardous substances. -

. inhalation qfvap'ors that may migrate from g

. contaminated soils, . . ;i = go, o SR B
. migrstionto the groundwater, - SRS
Maxmecomstencymthtbeﬁﬁm
.2 development of the Site, . - BEBSRICRN I

VOCs in these soils by addressiiig the VOCs iy : .

le 1, to'the ¢

ent practicable, : - * |,

-

on the depth to i BE

o design the remedy, J¢ generally takes 1.2 years - | |

- for planning, design and procurement prior.to
o gubsgugg; construction of the remedlal altemanvg, ‘
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The 0U2 FS I'CPOI" evaluates in detar_l sxx remedlal I _In addrtlon to the tcchnologxes mdxcated under each

A .,'altematlves for contammated sorls <7 ... alternative, all of the alternatives would require an - |

‘ R A LY “ i S - Institutional Control such as a deed restnctxon I

‘_. The OU 2 FS esumates the VOlume 0f8011 that - , _ : bpgause contaminants would remain on:site above: o
‘requires remedxatxon to be 21,185 cubic yards . levels that would allow for residential use. - ...

'(CY). . This includes the soil under all Site - e T

. buildings and ASTs, which have not been sampled‘ R I

- and an additional 30% for slope cutback, Basedon . SR

' the limited TCLP sampling results, it is estimated . Lokl

 that approximately 2,000 CY ‘would be considered - - ‘

* | ' bazardous under RCRA.- A 'total of six altematnves
: '_‘(Sl tbrough 86) were developed for the sorls at the

o SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

e RI/FS L ‘ Description
Designation ' e e e
i, Sele ' No Acuon . FAR B A T A R
2 e o ‘-_.Z_S_-2 e Asphalt Cap - Bulldmg demohtlon and above-ground
Site-Wide Sofls . J.-" " "- - - Istorage tank removal, followed by construcnon of an
| SR asphalt cap.. :
B o 83 Soil- Vapor Exn'actmn, Asphalt Cap Bmldmg demolmon
.+ %77+ |and above-ground storage tank removal, followed by in situ
"% |treatment of VOC-contaminated soils through SVE and |
= contamment of res:dual contammated soxls under an aspha.l -
s < c@. . el
R~ R Steam InJectxon, Asphalt Cap Burldmg demohnon and
LT above’ ground storage tank removal, followed byin situ. .
. |treatment of VOC-contammated soils through steam - R .57
* linj jection ‘and. contamment of re51dual contammated sorls R
ST BRI - R Oﬁ'-sxte stposal Thrs altematlve consists of bmld.mg
', |demolition and AST removal, followed by removal of all - SRR &
VOC—contammated soil above PRGs and transportatlon oﬁ‘ ';.»'-I: A
site to an appropriate disposal facility.  Excavatedareas .- § - -
SR would be backfilled with select fill. The Slte wouldbe
. ¢ " .lseeded in preparation for redevelopment. - SR
.86 - [Low Teniperature Thermal Desorption - Bmldmg
o demohtlon and above-ground storage tank remova.l,
. [followed by ex situ low temperature thermal desorptlon an
L construct]on of an a@halt cap. . D .

i,
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] at least every ﬁve years

CERCLA and the Natxonal Contmgency Plan (NCP)

- | for sites where eontammauon remams aﬁer mluatlon

A ’Because thrs alternat:lve would result in hazardous
" substances, pollutants or contaminants remalmng at
- the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and

'Alternative S-2' Containment

-‘ Altematlve S-2 consxsts of the demohtxon of all on-srte
buildings, AST removal, and placement of an asphalt

_ As aresult of the presence of bmldmg matenal wluch
' exceeds TCLP for'1,2-dichloroethane in one sample
from Bmldmg 33, additional building material sa.mples S

.| would be collected. during the pre-design or design
| phase from this building to verify the extent of the -

| contamination. Any hazardous bulldmg matenals
~would be segregated and disposed of at‘an appropriate*

Alternatlve s ﬁo'Ac'ﬁon R
 Estimated Caprtal Cost S .
| Estimated Annual O&M Cost:_ Lo 50
 Estimated Present Worth: . - - 80
N E Esumated Constructlon T1me: None

require the evaluation of No Action as a baseline to -
which other alternatives are compared. No. active
remediation or containment of any contamination .
associated with the soils/buildings/tanks would be
performed. However this alternatlve would include
five-year reviews of Site data as required by CERCLA

of the remedlal actlon.

unrestricted exposure, EPA would revxew such acuon

$2 640 000

‘Estimated Capltal Cost o

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: - - © $5,000
Estzmated Present Worth:™ - -~ . $2 717, 000
Est:mated Construcuon Trme o 6-12 months

cap over the Site. Prior to building demolition,

abatement of asbestos and lead-based paint would be
required. All removed asbestos and lead-based pamt
would be dlsposed of at an appropnately hcensed oﬁ'—
site fucility. RS AR

off-site location.: Non-hazardous demolition debns

| would be disposed of at a sanitary landfill. During -
bmldmg demolition, the existing on-site asphalt w°uld E

be removed and drsposed of at an appropnate facxlxty

- asbestos. Following any abatement necessxtated by
" the sampling, the interior of the ASTs would be -
" decontaminated (removal of product or sludge) and _':"
' 7removed. A RN

“stone sub-base, elght inches of asphalt base and ‘threc
.mehes of top ‘course. -In addmon, ‘a deed Testriction’ ¢
- would be placed on the Siteto limit future intrusive - | '
' Site activities. Long-term mamtenanee of the asphalt

" Estimated Capltal Cost: -

- Prior to removm o1 VLT man, [PROPRETp .,_._.‘_,m T

' . tested. for the presence of asbestos- and lead based 1
$0 paint.” No sampling of the ASTs was conducted
dmmgtheOUZRl,however,vrsualevrdenee : v

indicates the likely presence of both lead paxnt and

demolition, a Soil Erosion and Sedunent Control
Plan would be developed. The reqmrements ‘of thls

" * plan would likely include: instaliation of a silt fenec
- around the Site, construction of a crustied stone "
" stabilized construction entrance, and | protection of
.' . any on-site catch basins, - The Soil Erosion and. -

. Sediment Control Plan would also cover any further, ‘

remedla.l work at the Sltei- :

A Followmg bmldmg demolmon and AST- removal, the
"' entire Site would be paved with an asphalt cap. The
- cap ' would be placed on top of existing Site soxl and
" ‘graded to provide. dramage towards exrstmg ‘catch”’

basins.: The catch basins would be mod1ﬁed 50 that

'they would remain level Wwith the top of the asphalt
-cap; The asphalt cap would conisist of (from bottom
to top): a geomembrane lmer, onég foot of crushed.. -

cap would be reqmred.

: ;Because tb1s alternatlve would result m hazardou_s A
* substances, pollutants, or contaminants refaining &t

the Site above levels that allow for unhmlted use and

- unrestricted exposure, EPA would review such actmn 1
4,atleasteveryﬁveyears. A

Alternatrve S-3 Sorl Vapor Extl‘acﬁ(,n’ RP

Estimated Annual O&M c;,'st':
Estimated Present Worth: .~ FrA—
Estunated Constructlon Txme. RN

S

- ._Because greater than 5, 000 Square feet .f.the Sip: - RN
- ‘would be disturbed during AST removal and bmldms

45f
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Followmg bux,ldmg demolrtlon and AST removal, a8

e s e L

describied previously under Alternative | S-2 VOC- -

Extractlon (SVE) ‘The exact design of the SVE .-

treatment process: for the Site would be developedin - .

: the design phase through a pilot study. In general, -
‘though; a series of vertical wells would be mstalled

“around the Site, and a vacuum would be applied to the

"8 soil to induce the flow of air and remove the VOCs
"Vapors t that are recovered by the wells wouldbe '
treated using’ ‘Granular Activated Carbon (GAC). The -
.‘GAC would need to be penodlcally -removed for off-:

: gite regenerauon and replacement.. After complenon of

fthc SVE, the entire Site will be paved with an asphalt -

| '“Followmg burldmg demohtlon and AST removal, as

, 8S. descn'bed in Alternanve S-2. Adeed restnctlon
“would be placed on the Site, and long-term "+
S mamtenanoe of the asphalt cap would be requued.

BN

o

-jBecause th1s al ernanve would result in hazardous
-substances, pollutants Or, ‘contaminants remaining at’
-the Slte above levels that allow for unhmlted use and

.nnrestncted exposure, EPA would revrew such actxon
:-'atleasteveryﬁve.years L e

_Alternative S_-_4.

Steam Injection, Asphalt Cap

' Cs Cos e $4 998 980
‘ Estunated Annual O&M Cost '$5,000
"Bstirnated Present Worth. $5 076,000

2 years

. Bstrmated Construcnon T1me

described previously: under Alternative S-2, VOC- -

" éontaminated soil would be treated with steam . .
;-mjecnon. : As with SVE, the. steam mJectlon proeess
‘option is intended to remove ‘volatile organic - ’

: :{'contammants in the soil. “A pilot test would be -

required prior fo desxgn. In gcneral, a series of steam

’ ”mjecnon wells-would be ‘installed to a depth just below
-the bottom of the vadose zone. (approxrmately eight -
feet. below grade) -Steam would be injected through
-these wells, heating the overlying soil, and thereby -
o volanhzmg the VOCs. The resulting vapors would
“then be removed through SVE.. While the initial costs
' for steam injection are higher ¢ than for standard SVE, it

~is possible that thése ‘costs can be recouped through a-

§ greater et‘n'clency in removal After completion of the
steam injection treatment, the Site will be paved with *
.an asphalt cap, as descn'bed in Alternanve S-2 A deed

contaminated soil would be treated with: Soil Vapor S

) restnctlon would be placed on the Slte and long-term .
: ,mamtenance of the asphalt cap would be reqmred. _'- o

: "Because th1s alternanve would result in hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants remaining at 1
- . theSite above levels that allow fommhmlted use and 1
' _1mrestncted exposure, EPA would revrew such acnon B
atleasteveryﬁveyears ' ce BN

: Alternatlve S-5 Excavation and Otf-site Disposal -

Esttmated Capltal Cost. _ s7 664,440 '.

" Estimated Annual O&M' Cost ~¢0 |,
- Estimated Present. Worth: - 37 664 440 |.- E
Bstrmated Constructlon Tlme ERURTEETS B R

3 Following bmldmg demhotition and AST removal s - L
: described prevrously under Alternative S-2, all soil .

contammated above PRGs wouild be excavated and
dxsposed of off-site. There are no foreseen spaoe

_-constraints for the removal of soil at the Site..

e Excavation could proceed uuhzug convent:onal
' " sloping or benchmg techmques to provide worker '
'_protecnon and minimize cave-in and/or wall collapse o I

Followmg excavation, soil would be stockpxled on-

site pnor to transportatlon to an oﬁ'—srte disposal ‘. - "}
facility, -After’ removal, the excavated areas would be g

backfilled with select ﬁll and th covered w1th top o
sorlandseed. TR L

v ',"Because tIns altematrve would result in hazardons o

: .. substances, pollutants or contaminants remaining at Y
T .the Site above levels that allow forunlimited use and |-
unrestricted exposm'e, EPA would rev1ew such actlon A5

- at least evexy ﬁve years
L _Alternattve S-6- Low Temperature Thermal
:Desorptlon o S -
“: Estimiated Capltal Cost. - $8,l76,560 1
' Bstimated Annual Oo&M Cost. $5,000 |
 Bstimated Present Worth: : B ss 177, 000 1=
Estrmated Constructlon Tnne' : '“_-‘--7_ ’ 1 year

Followmg bmldmg demohtlon and AST removal, as
described in Alternative S-2, all soil contaminated *

_above PRGs would be excavated, as described in

Altemanve S-5 and treated on-sxte usmg ex srtu low-

‘..‘11 SO
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G ._temperature thermal desorptlon. Dunng treat:nent, any recovery altematwes to the maximum extent
"~ oversized objects, such as boulders, would be . - practicable.. _In alternatives developed fora s1te
segregated and decontammated Followmg treatment, " CERCLA requires that ‘each selected site’ remedy be
the treated. soil would be backfilled. Addmonal select  protective of human health and the. envuonment, be: |am
£11 would be brought on-site to replace soil volume .. cost effective, comply with-other statutory laws, and E‘
Jost during treatment. The Site would then be covered ‘utilize permanent solutions’ and addition, the’ statute
‘ ~by topsoxl and seeded. R ! includes a preference for.the use of treatment as &',

A o ' : '- L pnncrpal element. for the reduction of toxlctty, - o
Because this altematlve would result in hazardous g. ' moblhty, or volume of the_hazardous suhstanees ool

‘substances, pollutants orcontammantsrematmngat R o R
‘the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and " COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

unrestricted exposure, EPAwouldrevww such actlon S Gl
8t least every ﬁve years... e DT This section of the Proposed Plan profiles the relanve
performance of each altemanve agamst themne cntena "

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES ‘-: s ':'descn'bed below.” -

‘n selectmg its preferred alternatwe, EPA uses the mne , L
~ 'NCP criteria below to evaluate the viable remedml S
' '_alternatwe treatment technologles and resounee R CUL IR S

. '\'-_

. EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SUPERFUND REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Overall Protectxveness of Human Health and the En vironment’ determines whether: an’
ternanve eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to- public] health and the env1ronm nt thi

‘ tltutronal controls, engmcenng controls, or - treatment. .
L E}mplmnce with ARARs evaluates whether the altemative meets Federal and State

vironmental statutcs, regulatlons, and other reqmrements that pertam to the 51te, or
aiver is justified: IS A S P LR R

Toxzc:ty, Mobdzty, or Volume of Contammants through T reatment.eva.luates an

'. temative'§ use-of treatment to reduce the harmful effects of principal contamman ' then-

" . |ability to move in the environment, and the amouint of contamination present.: i
|Short-term Effectiveness ¢ considers the length of time ‘needed to implement.an alternatlve and:

e risks the alternatlve poses to workers, resrdents and the envuonment dunng i 9

;" limplementation. -
: r(mplementabdary ‘considers the techmcal and admmlstratlve fea51b1hty of lmplemenung the
Latternative, including factors such as the relative availability of goods and services, AP
Cost includes estimated capital and annual operations and maintenance costs, as well as present R
. Jworth cost. Present worth cost is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms of today's.- 7.
ollar value. Cost estimates are expected to be accurate within a range of +50 to -30 percent. | - 1
ether the State agrees with EPAs analyses and R B

" "IState/Support Agency Acceptance considers wh
ecommendations, as ‘'described in the RUFS. and Proposed Plan. .

o | Communify Acceptance "considers whether the local community agrees w1th EPA 5 analyses R
d preferred alternative. Comments reeexved on the Proposed Plan are an 1mportant md1cator o

t f commumty acceptanee

T2
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Environment

Alternanves S-S and S-6 would be equally

| 'protecuve of human health and the environment, ...

since all contammated soil above PRGs ‘would. be
n'eated or removed from the Sxte Altemanves S-3
and S~4 would be slightly less protectwe since

: remdual contammated soil may remam on the: Stte
" but any residual risks woul‘d‘ be miti by .

placement of an asphalt capmd o decd Tentriction. .
The residual risks for Alternative S-2 would be the

of S-1 and the residual risk would be mitigated by

placement of an. asphalt cap ‘and a deed restriction. -
Alternative. S-1'would not be protecuve of human

* ‘health and the envu'onment.

C long-term eﬁ'ectlveness of Altemauves S-3 and S-4
~ would be shghtly lower since’ ‘residual -

performed in accordanee with location-and action-... '. 2

specific ARARs to the extent practhable 'l"hese

alternatives’ would also comply with chemical- -~~~ .
specific. ARARs, and TBC guidance. Alternatwes S- L
-‘ 1.and S-2 would not satlsfy ARARB AR

would be treated or removed from the Slte The

' eontammatlon may remain ‘on-site. Cap

'-‘4 Reduction of Toxlcity, Mobllity, rVolume S

‘maintenance would be reqmred Alternatwes S-l e
'and §-2 have the highest residual contammatxon leﬁ

on-site, Alternatlve S-2, S-3 and S-4 provxde an

l does not prov;de any mechamsm for mmgatmg

- ol' Contamlnants Through Treatment -

"Altematlve S 5 prov1des the greatest reductron in ~'

tox1c1ty, mobility and volume of contamination at

the Slte, but the reductron is via removal and oﬂ‘- .

, -s, ind 5-6 would be._“__;. L

- “situ treatments associated with these alternatives

. - would cause substantially less disturbance of
contaminated soil than Alternatives S-5 and S-6
"Alternatives S-3, S-4 and S-6 would also generate

.7 yolatile emissions which would need tobe - - . .;

) sxte dlsposal wlnch may not necessanly mclude

treatment. Alternatives S-3, S-4, and 5-6 employ
treatments (SVE steam m_]ectlon and low -

temperature thermal deeorptlon CTID),

respectively). that would add.ress source removal,

thereby reducing the toxicity, mobility and volume | g
. of contaminants. Alternative S-2 would reduce the i
'< ?moblhty of. contaminants v1a capping, but would '

“not alter the toxicity or volume of contaminated -

- 'matenal Alternative S-1 provides no reducnon m
‘lOXlClty, mobxhty, orvolume ' o o

lnghest of all other alternatives with the excephon - 5 Short—term Eﬂ'ectweneu

Altemanve S-l would pose no nsk to workers or -’ :

. - the community during nnplementanon, sinceno * - ..
L 'remedxal activities would be conducted. Anynsk [ I
- to workers ‘during implementation of Alternative s- |

2 would be limited during bmldmg/tank demolmon : __ﬁ ‘

and constructxon of the cap. Alternatlves S-3,and” | .
. S-4.would pose low risks-t6 workers, since the in -

controlled to protect workers and the eommumty

'+ of contaminated soil; A]temauve S-5 would also

o Altemanves S-5 and S-6 would prov1de the hlghest " réquire off-site u'ansportataon. ‘The potential-. -

' long-term eﬁ‘ecuVeness, since the contammated soﬂ

" volatile and dust emissions from both of these ot
. B .alternatives’ would need to be contnolled to protect
workers and the commumty I B

- 6 Implementabillty

D f" : . T echmcal Feasszlity
asphalt cap to mitigate existing risks; Alternative S- :

: 'Alternatlve S-l is the casiest alternatlve to
_ nnplement, since no remedial activities would take 1-
. place. Alternative S-2 would be the next easiestto | .
. implement with only the construction of an asphalt .. -
. cap. Alternatives S-3 and S-4 would require a pllot
. test: Alternatives $-5 and S-6 would employ’ -
o conventional excavation techmques that are readl.ly

available ﬁ'om multzple vendors.. Alternatlve S6 -,

g {. would reqmre constructlon of an on-sxte treatment
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’ facthty Should addmonal rermdtal actrvmes be
-}y deemed necessary in the future, Alternatives S5 .
" and S-6 would best facilitate such activities.

_ Alternatives S-2, S-3 and S=4 would require-
drsturbance and replacement of the asphalt cap

- Admlmstratzve Feasrbllzty

: Altemattves S l and S-2 would leave

- contamination above PRGs. on-site. Altemattves S-
~ 3-and S-4 may leave residual contamination. Each - -
- of these alternatives, therefore, would requirea . - " - .-

. deed notice, ﬁve-year reviews, and coordination -
. with state and local authorities to make decrsrons

S w1thregardto remedtal actrvmes
'. '-.'Avallablhty of Servzce.s* and Matenals

Altemattve S 1 would not reqmre any servxces or .

" materials.. Alternatives: S-2, S-3, 5-4,S- 5 and S-6

" - 'would require common construction services and " -
.materials for. 1mplementatton of the remedies. ~ .0 -

~ Altematives S-2, S-3 and S-4 would also require
- Operation and Maintenance servxees for the cap

N and/or engmeermg controls
. Cost - h ;
with Altematlve S-1. The remaining altematrves
have net present worth costs ranging from
- $2,821,000to $8,177,000, mcreasmgmthe .
followmg order' S-2 S-3 S-4 S- 5 and S-6
| 8 State/Support Agency Acceptanee N
' The State of New J ersey is sttll evaluatmg EPA’
i Plan.

' 9. Commnnity Acceptanee

Commumty acceptan
will be evaluated after the pubhc comment period -

preferred alternatwe presented in this Proposed . L

'." . ,'-_ALTERNATIVE

. for the Site. The excavation and oﬁ'—srte drsposal of )

- 'using conventional equipment and techmques and
. -, doesnote requrre a pilot test to insure it i
. -effectiveness. Alternative S-5 will not requueany o
* restriction on commercial: redevelopment of the
. Site. although as for all alternatrves evaluated.
L 'Instrtutlonal Controls such asa 'deed restriction that
.+ - prevents residential development at the Site would:
¢ * berequired since the New Jersey. Resrdennal Dtreet

SR considered TBCs for the Site.. Fmally,., the
o e _alternatlves that are most protect:tve of human S
There would be no capttal or O&M costs assocrated . health’ and the envrronment and provrde the greatest
"7 long-term effectiveness (S-5 and S-6), Alternatiy '

| ':. «S 5 is the more cost eﬂ'ectrve?

b Based on. mformatlon currently -available, EPA
" believes the Preferred Alternative meets the
_threshold criteria and provxdes the best ba]nnee of -

- Based upon. an evaluatton of the various' i
" glternatives, EPA. recommends Soil Alternatlve S-
SREIRE-* Off-site Dtsposal as the preferred altemattve for
7. the ‘remediation of soils, above-ground storage
. tanks and buildings at the White Chemical.
- - Corporation Site. Along with Alterative S-6; Low
n Temperature Thermal Desorptlon, Alternattve S-S
is the most protective of human ‘health and the
L environment and provides the highest long-term
. effectiveness, because all soil above PRGswxll ‘oe
" removed from the Site. ' Alteinative S-5 ‘also

complies with all Srte-specrﬁc ARARs and TBCs

the contaminated soil can be accomphshed safely .-

Contact Soil Screening Criteria. were not?:

" tradeoffs among ‘the other alternatlves wrth respeet

3 expects the Preferred Altemative to satisfy the
- following statutory requirements of CERCLA -
L §121(b): 1) be protective of hurhan health and the

to the balancing and modrfymg criteria. EPA ¢,

environment; 2) comply with ARARS;'3) be cost- ~

e eﬁ'ecnve, 4) utilize permanent solutlons and

ce of the preferred altemattves N : -_

ends and will be described in the Responsiveness .- "
" Summary of the ROD, the document that oﬁicrally L

formahzes the selectlon of the remedy

TR

" reco

-alternative treatment technologtes or resource _"
very technologies to the maximum extent -
prac'acable, and 5) satisfy the preferenee for ..

- treatment-as a principal element if treatment of )
. 'contaxmnated sorl is reqmred pnor to dlsp05al. R
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. EP and the State. of New J ersey provnde
. information, regardmg the ¢leanup of the Wlnte
-~ Chémical Corporatlon Site to the public through

. public meetings, the Adm.xmstra’ave Record file for S

“the Site, and announcements pubhshed in the Star
o 7Ledger 'EPA and the State encourage the public to_

amorecomprehenswe understandmgofthe R
PR _iv;‘mwmbmnmwf,mwm ; 201”& '

: _j' Site and the Superfund acnvmes that have been
: ’.conducted at the Site. - S )

. The'dates for the pubhc‘jcoxnment penod, the date,

" “location and time of the public meeting, and the -
locations of the Administrative Record files, are. - -
- provxded on the front page of this Proposed Plan.

:EPA"Reglon 2 has dc51gnated a Regional Pubhc .

Llalson Manager : asa pomt-of-contact for .
community € concerns and queshons about tho

federal Superfm:d program in New York, New -

Jersey, 1 Pierto Rico and the U.S, Virgin Islands. To S S AT
support this effort, the Agencyhas. established a24-’:: T T T

_ hour, toll-free number that the pubhc can call to
e ““ request information; express.their concerns or
. .register complaints about Superﬁmd. ‘. LT

’ . . . - . - . - - 2 . ) -
.. Forfurther Information on the White Chemle-l 1
:Corporatlon Site, pleaso conuet: -

: ‘Romona Paael\a Pat Sepp| o
* Remedial Project " Community Relaﬂom
- Manager - - - Coordinator . .
(212) 637-4385 (212) 637-3679 T
U s EPA :
S . 290 Broadway 18® Floor.-:

S Nerw York. New York 10007-1866

George H. Zachos
' Accelerated Clesnup Manager
'l‘oll-ﬁee (888) 283-7626 or mz) m-sm

: . us. EPARegunz -
2890 ‘Woodbridge Avenues, MS-ZII :
Ednon.NewJaueyosﬁ1 :

RET I
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TABLE 1

PRELIMNARY REMEDIATION GOALS

SOIL ™

WHITECHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE f L

Cs "

.’ Contaminant - _

. Rlsk Based
. Action”
" Levels!.

NJDEP Non- g
Residential
Dlrect Contact

. Soil Cleanup -

Criteria

(NRDCSCC)’;% :‘

NJDEP Impact

to Ground

: Preliminary_

'_.'Remediation B

B Water Sofl . | "

‘Criterfa . .} -~
~acwsco” |

1 iDiéhloroethane; .

61,000 pg/kg |

24,000 pg/kg

1,000 pe/kg. . | 1€

sl e
. chhloroethme

.| 100,000 ugkg |

Ethylbenzene TN

100,000 ug/kg

1 mo,odoug’/kg";_f'

. 'Tetra‘chlorocthane

] 310,000 ug/kg -

‘1;oo_o ug/kg _'

(PCE)_

Teu’achloroethene N

2| 6000 ug/kg

. 1000 ug/kg ;:

| oconuns.

1,000 ug/kgi5’

1 1,2-Tnchloroethane

Tnchloroethcne L

11,190 p.g/kg

754,000 pg/kg 4

I I m,peXylenes-'-'

. 163,000
" pekg -

155,000

pg/kg

| 1,006,000 pgr?

67,000 ughs’

67,000 ug/kg®

Note

DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT.. -

1 Risk Based Acnon Leve
T2 Value prowded for xylenes (toml)

18

1s were developed based on a 10 “ nsk factor

' .wmcmnmoommnoum : ’
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He suggested that ltetime” tenure - °

was defensible- onb' if judges stuck
to interpreting — rather than mak-
ng — law It ‘was a frequent com::

sure if their task is limited to dis< "~y ‘it its® caseload. he sug: |
serning and applying the intent of gested that the high court consider |

|-facing them. He insisted he did not
'|. consider himself “on the run” —

u N. appeals for $80M

. Monaghan would not provide

uised to reload his issued
iy details of how the three evaded m oac iis -

M—16 rifle.

| the international arrest warrant

UII Tank Dlosure’

- *| to fight Niger famine ’
|- GARIN GOUBLL, Niger — The
‘United Nations appealed yesterday
}or 80 milion o gt a fod i | 1-800-564-3502

'Gé's Conversions? |

C UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
. . PROTECTION AGENCY INVITES PUBLIC
, . COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED PLAN .
i ? ' FOR THE WHITE CHEMICAL
™

é‘; " CORPORATION SUPERFUND SITE
PRTE ,
’l'he us Environmental Pmtecuon ‘Agency (‘EPA) invites you to attend a

L LMY
QI T,

: ESSEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

e ﬂ'amers or legisiators,” he;.

wrote. ““The federal judiciary today -
dsenefits from an insuiation from’

poﬁhcalpmsm'eevenasittmurps

:he roles of the political branches.”

. His criticisms weren't limited to: .

lfetime tenure. Writing to Fielding -
sarlier that year, Roberts scoffed at

“gbdicating the role of fourth or ||

fifth guesser m death penalty
cases.”

it wil, understendably, be over-

worked,” Roberts wrote. “A new |

“So long . as the court v1ews it-:
“self as ultimately responsible for [
‘governing all aspects of our society, |

= pubhcmeenngwdlscussmehoposed Plan to address contaminated soils,
sump sediments, hnldmgsandabove-gmundstoragetanks(ASI‘s)atthernle

Chemical Corporation Superfund Site (Site), EPA's preferred remedy for these

. contaminated areas of the Site is Excavation and Off-Site Disposal. This

altérnative: requires the demolition. of all on-Site buildings and ASTs and
" excavation of contaminated soil. All building material, tank material and soil |
would be disposed: of at ‘appropriately licensed off-Site facilities, The -

excavated area would be backfilled and the Site would then be covered with

topsoil and secded. EPAevaluawdatom.lofslxalmmuves During the public -

1 pmposal.by_ then-Chief Justice

oourtwillnotsolveth!sproblem." i

MarketPro AYE UP TO 80%

HPUTEI! Show & Salc

.-Center % mile on left.

201) 825-2229 wwwmarquocom

fors or the inability to concemfate may be caused by allergies. Owr physiciars
the latest medicines, testing.and treatment programs to help you feel hvuer
A safely and easlly all without those painful scratch tests.

" meeting, EPA representatives .will address all of the alternatives, present
. additional information supporting the recommendanon of the preferred
remedy and reccive public comments,

The public meeting will be held on August 9, 2005:t‘l MpmnllheNcwnk

K Cny Hall Council Chambers located at:

920 Broad St., Newark, NJ 07102

'-TorequutcopyoftherposedPlanyouun : .
email Pat Seppi, Commumty lnvolvemem Coordmator
. seppi.pat@cpa.gov )
’ cal] Pat at (212) 637-3679 or toll-free at 1-800-346-5009
or visit EPA's websne . :

np!lwww:pagovh:gxonﬂsuperﬁxnd/npwmwmnwpoposam.hm
Site-related documents are available for public review at the mformanon
repositories. esmbhshed for the Site at the following locations:

pm; Thursday 9 am-8:30 pm ~
USEPA Region I: Superfund
York, NY 10007-1866, (212) 637-4308, Hours: Monday-Fridsy 9.am-5 pm

to September 2, 2005 All written comments or Guestions should be mmled to:

Jeﬁ‘ Josephson, Team Leader .
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -
. . - 290Broadway, 19th Floor
’ : . New York, New York 10007-1866 .
: ‘Telephone: (212) 637-4404; fax: (212) 6374393

. Internet: josephson.jeff @epa.gov

" . Newark Public Library: § Washington Street, Newark, NJ 07102,(973)733-
" 5412, Hours: Monday,'maday.Wednesday. Fnday.andSamrday ~9am-5:30"

RwadsCmmZ%Bmdway.lS&Hoor.New ¥

- ‘Ihcpubhccommenlpenodforﬂus?mposedPlanmnsfmmAugusM 2005 . |

cther s an. -engagement, weddmg or anniverwg, you can share n.
with an announcement in our Celebrations page.

" Your phom and message will appear on the Sunday Star-Ledgers
Do Celebrations page and on mm '

L © CALLASTAR-LEDGER REPRESENTATNE FDR DETAILS, PRICING AND

A SIIBNISSION FORM AT [908) 785 3355.

@he Star-Tedger

‘The Vioice of Nevy lersey

o
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1
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL -PROTECTION AGENCY
PUBLIC HEARING . . - :  TRANSCRIPT '
RE: WHITE CHEMICAL ~:+ . OF
CORPORATION SUPERFUND .+~ PROCEEDINGS - |
SITB ’ : . . « T
Tuesday, August 9, 2005 -
.7:00 p.m. ‘ T
Municipal Courthouse
Council Chambers '
"Broad Street o
Newark, New Jersey -,
PRESENT:

PAT SEPPI
JEFF JOSEPHSON .
ROMONA PEZZELLA , g : o .
DENNIS McGRATH = L ' S
. MICHAEL"SIVAK "~ . - - . S SRR
BILL COLVEN -

PUBLIC SPEAKERS:
- WILBUR J. McNEIL

.- ALLEN LITTLE
KIM GADDY"

 COMPUTER TRANSCRIPTION BY
. PROUT & CAMMAROTA, L.L.C.
CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTERS
147 COLUMBIA TURNPIKE
'FLORHAM 'PARK, N. J. 07932

TEL: (973) 660-0600 - : FAX: (973) 660-1966
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5 CER:;FIéATE 1 op: OFPICER
. A o .
7. - I, bl‘DP;Tl;ié.'IA"A. &IéMIEc, a 'Cer;ifigd
.8: .Shquhané:éépbrﬁer and a ﬁotaryipﬁb;iéjéf‘the.Staté_
9 of New’Je:§e§, do:ﬁereby qértify th§€ the following
10 is g‘trug.and accufa;e fraﬁscript.of ﬁhe'tés;jmqny.
,11.l;£akeﬁ stendgrﬁphiéa;ly b&kénd.beféyelmé at the date,
12 timé'and:pla§é'aforehentiohéa, _h | |
’13 " 1 lSO’FUR’I_'_HER CERTIFY thatI am’
.14 neither é‘rélative por‘empldyée{Lhorkéttérnéy pf
15° coﬁnseliﬁo any;ﬁarties.involved; that i.aﬁ neither
'.lsf ;reiapgd té,nqr.ehpiqyed-by any sugh ét:prney orll
17 counseiﬁ and that I am n6£ finanéiall? iﬁférested in
18 the aétionf | o
19
.261 '
21
. A NOTARY PUBLIC OF THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY
23 My Commission Expires: e . !
" May 19, 2005 o
24 CTS'Bf Ligenge.No. ?9}.
25 |
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"MS. SEPPI: Okay. Thank you for

.'being here. We‘appreciate'it;

9My name;is Pat Seppi; I'm'with the -

“Env;ronmental Protectlon Agency out of Reglon II,

we're headquartered 1n New York City And I'd like

.the people that are also here to 1ntroduce .

themselves to you;
'“MS..PEEZELLA; 4R9mbua:ée2ze11a;-gpa
Manager for‘the eitel j ~ | |
. ' MR. JOSEPHSON: Jeff Jbsepnseﬁ; Team.
Leader for the New_de%eefAState'Coordinaticn Team;.
I'm a auperviscr in“the Superfund Pregram located
in EPA at 290 Broadway in NewA¥0rk City.
MR. SIVAk:_ I'm Michael sivak,izfn
thevﬁﬁman Healtn Risk»Aasesacr'who'WOrke on'the
pfoject, ¢ |

MR COLVIN: I'm Bill>Colvin, I work

) for a company that's contracted to EPA and we

execute the progects planned with the EPA. _/d'
,MR.,McGRATH: .Myﬂname ;S'Dennie |
MeGrath, I»alsb:Wonk witnda'ccmpany Malco;m‘Pd;nieA
(phonetic), who is wéfkiné forvEﬁA and weiccnddcted
the inveatigationa}' | o | |

.MS. SEPPI: Okay. Thank you.
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MR. McNEIL: I'm Wilbur McNeil, 'the

RN

ﬁpfgéiﬁent:of the ﬁeeqﬁéhic Pafk‘kssociafion,'an‘
Qrgaﬁigatién tﬁat'féééi§eal$5 ﬁiliioﬁkfrOm ghe U. s.
. EPA to do som;%restoratibhité‘brxgarki We;véagéen
‘cogééxned about tﬁezwhitenéﬁéﬁiéal site‘foéj: 
:s§metime..”WefQéJﬁadf£WO é?évioﬁs méeﬁingé'gbouﬁ7
thhis‘éité énd.our cénéerﬁ early on ﬁas'tﬁé

gféﬁhdwater flbw'dhdfﬁhechér it hadﬁbeen tested.

;u.At"Eﬁé'tiﬁe of ou;ilést méetiﬁgs,
théfe:ﬁééghgséééting 6h_£he a&ﬁifer-bgﬁeath-the
gré#n&ibgéadse‘;é're iﬁterested in'it'gdiﬁg:in;o our
80 acre lakél,‘Thére:was an aésuﬁpgion'that'it might
be tréveliﬁg éast}'bgﬁ we were wohdering.iﬁrﬁhe EéA  v

had actually done the Eeé;ing to. see which way the‘S‘

water was flowing. But we're'also‘interested‘as a -
,community organizétion in developing that site for

‘the community.

MS. SEPPI: Okay. Thank you. -We'll
address that tonight:

' MR. LITTLE: I'm Allen Little, one of

' the founders of the Weeguahic Parklhssociaqionfand é

residentiof'the’dbmmunity.iu_

MS. SEPPI: . Great. Thank you.

Well, the reason we're here tonight
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is to talk about cleanlng up Whlte Chemlcals 'weiVe

1

come up with a' few dlfferent alternatlves and then

“

‘an alterhative that the EPA feels is the best one to

deal with the site, to-deal with contaminated soils -

i

on the site, to deal with the Bedimehts that are

contaminated, and also what to do with the buildings :

. and tanks on_the site. We've chosén an alternative,

as I've said, that we‘thipk_is the best way to deal
with the site.

' We're here;for public comment.. It

‘started on August 4th and it will continue until

September 2nd,vahd that3s‘where we get your-ihpatlon
what we would }ike to QQpI;Youtmay agree ot;yoﬁ may
disagreel! fhis ig your'time to iet us khom-that;.‘
Now, of coﬁrse foh‘jast got a.oopy.of‘
thie‘plah toniéht 80 you'il.have-somebcommenta Ifm ;

sure, but 1f you' go home tonlght ‘and you have DR

:addltional comments, on the back of ‘the proposed

' plan, the 1ast‘page is Romona's address and I;think

her e-mail address also.. You can certainly write or
e-mail those additional comments, you have until
September 2nd tofdo,thatif Ahd it'sf&ery'importaht

that ‘you make those comments so that they 11 become -

‘part of our'publlc record. That's why we have ‘the .

-stenographer here this- evenlng, any. comment that we

5
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'_d1d slgn 1n,vI apprec1ate that We wanted to

hear tonlght will also become: part of that publlc

_record- and those comments will® be- addressed iThat's

‘ a very important part‘of'this,process.“

. There is a slgn in sheet I know you.

’

‘ generate a malllng llst so- the next tlme we' 11 be

able.to notlfy people‘when we;come out here and‘have‘
a heeting{
And that's really what I have to say,

I think, so I'll turn it over to Jeff now, who 1s

,,

going to tabkfa little bit about'the Superfund

. program. -,

' MR.’ JOSEPHSON: I'm just going to
talk very quickly and briefly in a manner to

summarize the Superfund process 80 that the_rest of.

_the meeting oouid be put'into“contexta

St In 1980, Congress passed the
Comprehenslve Environmental Response, Compensatlon

and-Llablllty Act, whlch‘lsvmore commonly known as

, the Superfund iaw.f The Superfund law provides for

the ablllty of federal funds’ to be used for the

" cleanup. of uncontrolled and abandoned hazardous

%

 waste sites'and_for responding to_emergencies that L

involve hazardous substances. :
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E 4hézardous waste Bite i8 often ‘complex and is

‘Upon discovery potential abandoned

’hazardous,Waste'site, EPA will conduct one. or more’

“inspections and make é'determinationfif the site

~ should be placed onto the National Priorities List,
which is thé‘list of the nation's worst hazard .

-wastes sites.

_Once a site is blaCedfon the National

Pripri;iestist,.selection of a remedy usualiy

. requires the'con&udt of a remedial inveétigation and

,Tfeasibiiity stﬁdy. -TheTWOrk necéasary to clean up a

T

erQuently coﬁaucﬁea inlsta§e§. EPA‘qftéﬁ'céliB'thé
'stégeg opefablefuﬁiés; IAh operab1e sité or ﬁnit
determinéé;the‘ﬁétu;e aha'extént of the" -
-contaminationfaéJwéii as the,tisks_té tbé-human
heaith th¢ envi?onhéﬁt\p6éed'by,the-contaminatioﬁ;

' The purpose of the feasibility study

'is to identify and evaluate remedial aitérnativesftov o

i

‘address the site contamination. ‘Once the-

feasibility stﬁd?'ig cémpleted,‘EPA develbpé a'A-’

proposed élan aqd ﬁfeéénts EPA:S p;efefred-eleaﬁ-up-u
glternétivévgozthe éubiic. | L - a
Phbliédpafﬁiqipétion'ié an iﬁporfant

element of the Superfund process. The public is

i
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A

provided the opportunity to éomment‘cn_thé results
' of the studies and proposed remedy. After
- consideration of the public comments, EPA will

 document the selected dleanup alternative in the -

. Record of Decision. - Once that Record of Decision is -

o

final, the remedial'deéign process‘begins where. the

,speéifiéations~and plans fof‘the.selectéd'remedy are.

developed. Remedial action is initiated after the . -

design is qoﬁpleted.and is the stage where

construction and cleanup activity occur at the site. "

To the degree that it's qécgssary, post cleanup - = ' .

monitoring is conducted, and once the‘sitevnb longer

»poses‘é'threét'to human health,dr théyenVironment,

it is removéd from the Superfund National Priorities
List.

Tonight;s Rublié'hearing:will'reviéw

'the[résults,of the Qpefable unit two Remedial

Investigation/Feasibiiity‘Stﬁdy, and Romona will be

dis¢ussing_remedialwaiternatives evaluated in thé

‘proposed pian; We will p;oﬁide EPAPs'preférred

alternative for buiidihgs,‘@bptamihéted soils,
sumps, and ténks atlthefWhité Chémical Supeffupd"
site.

\ Af o _,1!il.nQW,tuIn }t‘ovér'tb Romona.
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. MS. PEZZELLA: Thanks. -

I'm going to Jjust brief;y present the

site history and then i'm goingito talk about the
'sampling”th#t EPA has dohe to determine ‘the. extent'

of contamination at this site, and then I'1l go

;hfough the cléanup‘aitérnatiﬁes that we looked at

_to address contamination. . As Pat said, right now .

A

- we're looking at contamination of the soils and the

[

v buildings QnJSite and’igfabqve'ground_étdrage tanks.

Ailgrighti Obviously you both know -

where the Site*is} éo‘thig is just a site map. I

: ‘wasn't sure whd,WouIdlbé’here today, whether they'd

be familiar with:théusité{ It shows the aite

‘location. -

“The White;Chemiéal Corporation leased

‘that site in 1983 .and theylproduced primarily thrge-

groups of'cﬁemid;is.'EThey had a History'of"

improperly handling the chemicals at the site that.

they dealt with. . 3ased upon that, in 1990 the Staﬁe,

'of New Jefsey came on to_the'site and removed about

a thousand druMS”from'th_site.
In tha;isgme year, EPAJdid?aq
inspection at tpié site and found significant

evidence that materials were being handled .

. improperly at the site. Such evidence included

‘500092
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'leékihg drums and_ieaking'ccﬁtéinets."Asﬁpart of
"that-inépeCtioh,-EPA shippéd abqut 4,600'empty'drums
off 6£ this site,and:also Qtaggd;alméét 7,000 drums - .

~ to be handled and femoyed from:thglsite later on.

10

In 1991 we signed a Réqérd’ofr

10

~

‘Decision for the site. A Record’ of Decision is a
. document that we use to describe our cleanup plan.

‘for an operable unit: 'That operable unit that we -

signed a Record of Decision for in 1991~focuésédth'

stabilizing the site, it focussed on the drums that -

were there and other chemical waste: -

Sta?ting’in 1592; a“gréup of -
poteﬁtialiy }esgénéible parties Eobk'éﬁ'thét
cleanub,“;ndjamonglbtﬁer-things‘thét:théyldid,wag'f« "'
femove»élmdsf‘g;ooo drp;é‘ffoﬁ éhé site ;nd‘alsb
shipped the contén¢5'6£jmoré'thén’afhundrgd t;nkg
§ff-éite. | 3 .

:’fThe hgkt'stégeQOf'the gleaﬁup for the

EPA or the vork on the site ‘for the EPA was to.look

‘at whethérrtﬁé’dheﬁicals'of'the‘sité5héd impact‘on
_the soil and groundwater; asfwglljas‘lobk at the
‘ buildings and ‘above ground storaée tanks:that

' remained on the site. From 1998 to 1999 EPA

collected samples of soil;'grpundwatér,fsampiings3;
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.within the buildings)wfncluding:aome‘sedimente,'to""

5901ng to say next, whlch is what ‘we' didn't have

determine what"the ektent“of‘contaminationfwasQ ‘Andvj

'I thlnk you re 901ng to be dlsappoznted by what I'm

‘enough information on'thefgroundwateriyet to.make a.

determination about what'the'beat cleanup option for

the groundwater would'be..vAnd as part of the
decis{on that we're making‘tonightf we're also ‘
talklng about what we need to do to’ get add1t1ona1

1nformatlon about the groundwater We' re not 901ng

'to talk about that mich tonlght but that is goxng

to be part ‘'of the dec1slon that we're. maklng at thlsiv

~

stage, that we need to go. out and do some addltlonaI

samplinngf groundwater,

”Butuwhat we did havefwas*enough?»

1nformatlon to. make a determlnatlon about what we . -

:should do w1th the 80118 ’ Thefdata,showed that the

'contamlnatlon on. the 51te was malnly in the top two

feet, what we call Burface soil, although there were
some hot spotsithat were deeper; We_found-.Aﬂ,_g ’.”
leadfbased paint -and aebeatosgahd some‘ohemftal.
contaﬁinants intthelbuilding and we also‘found'some~:v;7
contamination in'sumo”éedimenta. |

.~ We issued a remedial ‘investigation

report in April of 2003 that documented the results

500094
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"and the'abpve;grgﬁnd storage tankSH‘

of allfthé-saﬁplihg~;hat we had done at the site.

Also iﬁf20034‘EPA performed a risk assessment to

V‘determihenifvthis’contaminatiqn that we fqﬁnd on the

siteﬁcéuld‘potentiélly pose‘a_risk to the community

! or to future ‘users ofithis site,_and ﬁhe,resﬁlts of

‘ thatvriék?aséeésméptfcohf;:méd thatﬂindeed‘thére

12‘

. were severai»qontaminants‘iq the soil that could
'(fpotentialiy'cadsé a risk in the future. So the EPA‘f
. at thatﬂqtage;We began’evaluatipgAalterhativesjfor,

5,161eaning'up the 'soil and to addresgAthé buildings_

_ fased-gn;:he,risk aséessment and the
remedial investigation, EPA determined that removal -

of ailzthe éipé‘buildingéfénd,abgve éroupd'stprage

téﬁksfwoﬁld‘be népeséary,andﬂwé:wpuiﬁ have to

_address about 21,000 cubic yards of contaminated"

SQii‘pn this‘siteiAyThatbfigurg, which I'm ﬁot»suréj'

~ how much you can see, but what it shows is the = ' -

_ buildings that are on the site that would be .

removed, thg,ébove,ground;th;aggytgnk 1océtionsf

which kind of are in the qénter of;ﬁhe'site,naﬁd

. then you canﬂsee,eé I doﬂ't‘know;ican,YOu see.the
gfgen‘aﬁd‘the red outlines? . Those are just the hot

,spdts that contain the soil thét'wé‘need to"address;”
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_ contaminated soil that'afbelow tﬁo‘feet. ‘So” you éan

cleanup addressed risk associated with a cdmme:éial

In green are the surféce soil locations, that's the .

tép two, feet, and the‘réd,boxés represent

;

see there are hot spots, it's not the entire site”

- that has ‘contamination above levels of concern, it's

certain hot spots.

Z"Iﬁ.éddition,.we didn't samplé unde;u'

" the buildings because if‘was4obviously”it'a:hard”to‘

'do'sampling"undef.thefbuildings'while they're qtiil

tperé;,éb what  we aésﬁhed in those 21,0001Yardb‘qf

-

soil is that céntéminatibn‘undér1the buildings oo

extgﬁds dowh>fo'about”eiéﬁt“feet;‘andithat's jﬁstfﬁﬁ
egiimate. Once”ﬁhé buildings are‘rgmoved‘from the
site‘wé're‘gping“;o dg additional Samp;iﬁg.ﬁo .
determine how this soil hegds to Eevrémbvéd f;ém}j?
under the buildings. . |

»We-lobkéd at a total'of aix.

altérnativés'tb éddrgéé the buiidihgs_and soils at

. the,éite;. There are éqme commonﬂelements'bf'éll the.

 alternatives, based on the currént-land qée,'the.

i

or industrial use of this site, therefore -- I

should say a nonﬁrésidential use of the sgite,

therefore deedfrestricﬁiqps,would be. necessary on

500096
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hla*“vthévsitg t6 ;égt;ict the ugejof.the sitg t01 i . ‘ \ 
. 19‘ non;resiéential;l:And ;hét égégyfor éll of thénl
v20‘.-al;efn#£ivés‘tha; Qe;re idoking,ét. |
gziifw'l S : . In addition, tﬁe EPA will review all'”'
‘22:_.£pe déta:ff6h thé.aite aflleastueveryliive yeérs.té |
. 23_ 'ﬁak;'sufe ;hat fhe cléanﬁp‘thgt';e'vg chosen is
é4 .gtill wdrking the way ié:shduld. .
25 o ‘ Thévfirsé alﬁérnéﬁiﬁe ﬁhaﬁ we looked -
1
1 ?ét,ig.ﬁg écﬁion, Théﬁiéﬂsomethihg that our 1é§wthat
v:2f we cpéfaﬁé‘uﬁder fe§ﬁife§ us to"lodk at.'gWeLus§ it
"3 és'a‘béseliné,‘ﬁhat'é;ﬂdt whét wefré seleéging or
4  preséntiﬁg=fo:'this Site. vThé.cost §f tha; would pe'7
.,S; 'zgré; i£'srbasically>no further éctibnﬂ;aken at:;hé
'-Gf‘ﬁsité except/fo: that,fivg’yeag revigw that‘I spéke‘v
7 'abépt‘preGiously.i ' 
8 Allgthé.rémaining‘altetnati&esfwiii
i9}  ihciudé'remojgl_oflthe build?hgs'and tanks, so I
10 won't keép.fepéafiné ﬁhat. All:;hg other
: 11 -gltgyﬁatives‘thaﬁ we!re'looking at inclﬁde rémoﬁing
A ‘;2;"a11¢the'buildings and thé'ébéve g;ound‘sto§gg¢,tanks
4;3};‘0# the éifef' | | R a
Aiéilu.' ?:SOmethiné;elae §hét I ﬁeedftovnoﬁq .
 i51 ‘for the otherf%lterﬁatﬁvés is when Qé tal# about
16 'goﬁStruCtiop.tiﬁef.éhag just'réléﬁeéitb'thg.actual

. .500097
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‘be placed across;ther31te.

The fourth alternative we looked at'-

physlcal constructlon on the site. There's also-

‘time to deslgn the cleanup, whlch usually takes

c

about one or. two years, 80 you have to add that to

'the COnstruct;on,tlme.
.Okay. Alternative two 'is an asphalt
‘cap.*iAsphalt cap would be installed across the aite‘

" after the buildings and tanks were removed. That

: f

: would help prevent contact with contamlnated

material ] The cost of that is about $3 mllllon and

o

' we estimate it would take less than one year to .-

construct that. '

The third alternative that we looked

' at was vapor extraction. .Under vapor extraction a

series of wells are installed.around the site and -

the vacuum is used to pull contamination out from

the COntaminated‘areas}v.It basically addreases

volatiles, which.arefcontaminants,that,easily turn

‘into gases. Those are the contaminants we're most

concerned with at this'site The cost of that is $4

mllllon and the tlme that we estlmate that would

.take is two'Years. After that process was done,

this alternatlve also. requlres that an asphalt cap

v .
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:férjdisposal. ]We.then bring f111 matgrial‘in'§rom h

‘is éfeamvinjéction.- it'é simil;r?;o>£h§4vapbfbl
Qextractiqn; it's bésicﬁliywthat:yéﬁ'iﬁjecttst;&ﬁ,
‘warm the soil, and you prbmqte thé contaminants
A;prniﬁgtinﬁé,gaséslsp they‘éﬁn beréﬁtrgcgéd.-,fhis;"'

‘would also require an-asphalt.caplwhen the'wcrk wé§ '

done. The cost is about $5 million and the time
frame is the same as‘alternative;threéi’

. I , o
Alternative five is excavation and

off—site'dispdsal. The épproximateiyiz;;bbolyards‘ N

of soil that I talked about previously would be

excavated fme the“site,’excavatéd,ahd sent. off-site

“off-site, £ill in the éxéavatgd areaé.‘ The site: - ..
'ﬁouid-béchvered'withﬂtopsoil and seeded. So.that

doesn't ihClude'an asphalt cap. The cost.of that is

about seven and a half million dollars, and we

‘estimate it would take about one year to complete .
::ﬁha;.

‘And finally the last alternative ié'”’i o

loﬁ temperatﬁfe thermavaesorption.' A thermal

tieatment unit would be brought to .the site under.

. this alternative. . The soil woula beferAVated as an

in alternative five, instead of being shippga-

off-sité, it would be treated in this_unit on-éité.
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The thermal treatment unit causes contaminants to .

15
16 . turn into gasési;sjwe11L.leaVé-the,soi;»;nd éolleqt L
it. The':fgated‘séilwig,cnen.packkfiiled,égwﬁhié~
18 :_éite._wUnder.;hgf one glsb.fhe site would beAseedeq 
19 once the work was done.. The éstimated coét of tﬁa;.‘
20 ﬂié $§,million and ééﬁs;?qption ﬁime is ane yéa?.
21. The EPA ig-fequired to gvaluate ea§h, .
22.-“§f'thése élte?nativg§ agginst niﬁe~¢rité;ié, whicﬁ“l
53 41ist‘héfé,-'i'mjgoing‘té'go through them;véfy
24 briefly: | 4 ” -
25 6§efﬁli prétéétivenéés';f human
;7
-.1, health.ahd-the'eniirpnmeﬁt-ié preﬁtyﬁobvioué!v it
2 focuséé onnthéfreﬁuctioﬁﬂqf héaltﬁ‘risk to the:
3 public #nd eﬁéifonmeng.‘ |
4 .?he cpwp}iance_Qith ARARS,'does‘eaéh‘
5 meet the regﬁlaFibnél( | |
6 | ‘The loﬁgftérm.effectiveneéa is.#ow' 4
7 f'well-w§g1d £he éléaﬁup.m;intain i;s perfdrﬁance’over:
8 ‘time. | | B
9. o | Rgduééioﬂfcflthicity; mbbiiity, o?‘
'10. 'voiﬁmé 6f cdﬁﬁaminéﬁés;through'trégﬁmént..‘it
'il :”felétéé.éo théﬂuse.of tteaﬁmeht'to reduce the
12 effects of ;ohtémiﬁétion:‘
short tefmvéfféqtivéness«is how
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‘10

11

12

"quickly can the.remedy be 1mplemented and also‘j
Aiaddresses protection .of workers and, the communitles .
.during‘the work while the‘cleanup work is going on.

‘ Implementablllty focuses ‘on the | | |

»readily ---how readily available the equipment is

that's needed for the remedy and how readily

available is the technology

And cost - is pretty self explanatory
Statejsupport, we‘look to the State

of New Jersey to give us feedbackﬂon'our'remediee'or

all'the alternatives that ﬁe'produced;

\.And'community-acceptance; both_Patl\

v

18-

. and Jeff will discuss ﬁe‘re in the_middle oflthe

public comment period and'this public meeting is

‘part of that to get feedback from the community on ,

-the EPA's preferred alternative

So EPA is recommendingualternative

five, ﬁhioh is off-site, excavation andboff—site A
. ‘ ’ : . ’ :' ., \_‘ ' )
disposal as the»preferred-alternative for. the

remediation of 50115, buildlngs, tanks, at this.

i'site. Along;with --.the réasbn‘--,some ofvthe :

) reaeons,*I'll'just go through~it‘real quickly, along

with'alternative eif; Which_is,thermalndesorption,_
alternative five offers'the most-protection,of_--

Y
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.10.

11

ithe Whlte Chemlcal site

i

the protection of the environment and publie health

as'well asitheﬂgreateét»long;term‘effectiienesa, o
‘since cOntaﬁinated_soil'will be,taken off this site.

-It meets- all of the appllcable regulations. “It'cah«i

be done safely and 1t wiIl allow for: redevelopment

of the site.

- Of -the alternatives that are the most

protective‘of puman'healthfand'the>envir6nment(
which are S-6, thermal désorption, and S-5, off-site

disposal, S-5 is the most cost effective, so these

were the factors that we ueed.to determine'that-our 3

K

preferfed'altefnative~was'excavation and off-site

disposal.

‘And_thatfe-it.‘ If anyone has
dquestions, comments?

MS. SE#PI} Would“you like to come .up

‘here and use the mic, then everyone can hear YOuLA

’”MR.'McNEIL: My namefisAWilbﬁr“~

McNeil I'm Preszdent of the Weequahlc Park . B
.fAssoc1at1onm It‘s a, nonprofzt 501 C3 organlzatlon
in Newark charged'with the’restoration'of historic S

,Weequahlc Park that's 1ocated less than a mile from,vf

+

We' ve had two meetlngs about the

/500102
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S10 -

11

‘White Chemical site with the'U.S. EPA and Schorr

‘the EPA to make recommendat;onsfat.the t;me.

DePalma in the Clty of Newark Schorr DePalma was -

the contractor hired to evaluate the property for

v

~ January of‘2603 was the last of two meetings and.

‘what we were concerned about is a level playing

field for the community}

You know, most people brlng these

'proposals to the communlty and then they ask the
community for input and they don't give them a

dollar so‘they'can perfect'the,assistance“orfthey'

can bring alternative plans- -Well, we flat out -

rejected the encapsulating of that?soil‘because.the

. ground soil hadn't been tested, you know, and not -

only that, we- belleve that most of these thlngs are -

drlven by other non proflts 11ke the Port Authorlty,.

who has money but don't pay any taxes and come in

our communlty, and when those lands are ready to .
~develop after the’ government cleans them up Wlth our

tax dollars, then they brlng in thelr people to have

a proposal and to staggerzus w1th'magn1£rcent~plans.

y'The last plan'Schorr"DePalma brought in they~hrought

_-in a plan for a warehouse and then subsequently they~

placed a basketball court around some trees and say

this will-be-for the'community. ‘That's

500103

20




12

13

14

15

16

17

18 -

19

20

21

22

23 -

24

25 .

10 .

11

' as an enterprise which is also an enterprise .

preposterous.
We not only reject thoéeVKinds‘bf'
prgposals brought into Quf community,*ahd‘then YOulr

ask‘qu:community*input ﬁhen,we”doﬁ't havewany'input

at all because wé_doh'tfhaVe,any money. We are in.' -

‘that community bécausé ﬁhat'community is an -
A ) =

~

empowerihg‘zone;.we'réﬁteseﬁt‘the city, because it's :

‘a dep;essed‘arga;" Wé¥élso represent that community -

[

3

véommﬁnity{ vIt]sigisoTé,cbmmﬁhit? ;haﬁ's“iﬁ ﬂééd of

not only jobs and money, but they need to‘dévelbpg

some of those lands that the federal government has

‘cleaned up with our tax dollars, so we could submit

something that would gain financial babkiﬁg) We

7 certainly reject the encapsulation of that land no
' matter how déeﬁ you go thess you test ;he aquifer:
water beneathfit,_becéuée-we have an 80 acre lake N

:that we're trying to ciéanup, We always find it"

_‘cleaned up, but ‘the government can‘cléanup:the.Port_

Authority, a whole port in Newark Bay,'and.foria
company that»doeén't pay_apy‘taxes. ' The Port’

Authority is tax free. But the citizens of that

‘poor community'canfttgétfbur Bolaérg.lakevcleénéd

f . [

Up-

. 500104
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17

18
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25 .

; And we believe that this whole thing, :

thiévmeg;ing tpday‘wheniyou ask'fpr communiﬁy

‘i»meetihgliike this'an§'not

! organization that's been

to improve that community

. preposterous.. Ifiydu_hav

" you should have at least

' ‘output, theré was nb'outreéch, how can you have a

‘contact the main community:

there for 13 years, working

and not be notified. ' It's
e énybbdy'doiﬁg outreach,

the WPA doing the outreach

B0 that-you cpuldfhave peop1e che,to‘thi$:kind of

o

‘meeting. You'have'fdu;;p
know, thét}s what you wan
.in the pépér and‘thgp_you

~ input, then you don{ﬁygiv

that's'preposterous.J

r five people_hérg;'you"
t. You put a few notices
.ask the community for

e the community any money,
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'I'd say we want'toféo over this and

22

we'll have some additional written comments, but the
whole thing, you know, as‘farfas we're concerned,sis
'that you bring these kinds of proposals to the

community.' We certainly want the White: Chemical

- gite cleaned up, you know, we ve been bombarded from

the polluted. 8011 and the contaminated soil in. our'b
community,.butswe_also%grom the,pollutantsvcoming'
from that'airoort, you'can read about it in'the
records, that airport 1s.the James Bond of our

community, they have a license to klll us. -There .

S

are more people -~ the’ New Jersey EPA said that more.
1
people die from the_pollutants from'the Port of

S

'Newark and the airport.than'from homicides or
, ]

traffic accidents, yet, 'you know, the papers

IS

.highlight those things
.Well, we have a solid killer in our
midst that's not 901ng to pay 1ts ‘way, and that'

the Port Authority So if this site 1s being given

by the Port Authority, we also reJect that because

il

‘we believe they re not paying their fair share.

Thank you.
MS. SEPPI; Thank you
MS.,GAbDY: My name is’ Kim Gaddy,,

Environmental Justice and North Jersey ‘'organizer for

DR .. 500106 °
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16

17
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21,

22

23

New Jersey Environmehtal Federation' And I agree

‘ w1th everythlng that Mr McNell sald from the WPA
_lIt is very unfortunate that I found

; out about thls meetlng -—‘I was out‘of town Saturday

.and I got a call at my office thls mornlng and I
called the re51dent back and he said K;m, I knOw.
you're 901ng to attend thlB meetlng. I sa;dgwhat
meeting?.r . : T
AI've'beehia.ldfe-lohg_resideht-of.

Newark for.maﬁy. many years, and that's the problem

that‘we[have‘with eleanups} eepecially with'cleanupsx

of. Superfund sltes, sometlmes it takes the communlty

25 to 30 yeare to cleanup these areas, and surely
-you cannot do that wlthout embrac1ng'those~anchoring

institutions, those community based‘graes,rootS‘

‘ organizations‘that can extend outside to the -

community; You have to prov1de some klnd of

‘technlcal a881stance so that those 1nd1viduals can’

. empower themselves with:this inférmatioh,‘review

what you have, and make some Very‘importaht

declslons about what should happen to thls slte. If

you don't do that that is an. inJustice And that'>

some of the 1ssues that we are faced w1th 1n the

City of Newark

All'the”environmentaiAinjustices, we
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What,the community‘has'tO'say.

24 '

[

. . oo R .
can have pollutlng companles come here and tear.our_

communltles up When they re flnlshed w1th our

'communlty, they leave, they leave them just like . the -

Whlte Chemlcal We can- name all the tox1c s1tes .

'that'we,have“fnvthe Cityfof Newark,’which our urban

',communlty has to deal w;th on-a- dally ba51s, and :

Co .0,
~

.1tjs yery, very;unfortunate So I needed to come

down here this‘evening just to express this.

We will be rev1ew1ng what I

downloaded from the Internet and we w111 bei

!

submlttlng 1nformatlon in wrltlng, because not only

H ! N
: : .

am I the EJ organlzer for the New Jersey

Environmental‘Federation}.I'm the NeW'Jersey

Env1ronmenta1 Justlce allles, I'm the North Jersey

xChalr, 80 we w111 be subm1tt1ng somethlng in wr1t1ng

”and I really th1nk that 1t w111 be advantageous to

have some klnd of meetlng with WPA and those

communlty based organizatlons who have turned that

:park around;_who‘haye began to empower and educate

those communities;,jso I ‘hope that:that_park, it was

;.

a very small line of our community outreach, and

that's the disrespect that we are given on a daily
basis, espec1a11y when ‘it comes to env1ronmenta1
issues in. urban communltles, they really don't care.

1
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L they have dver.the.years hecause of;the

'your comments.

So we want that on-record and wefll

suhmlt 1t in wrltlng but I Just thlnk 1t's t1me that

“‘.& e

you br1ng those groups ‘to the table 80" that we can o

" see what the plans are. We have quallfled

1nd1v1duals wlth degrees and the llke and we have

,communlty folk that know when they wake up in the\

‘mornlng there s an: unfamlliar taste or smell that

-

~contamination, so it's really;important,that we .

engage‘those folks'in the cenversation;;;

Thank you

MS SEPPI Thank ?ou.;‘Thank-You‘for

O

' Anybody else?,AAny”questiqns or

. comments?

'MS., GADDY I.haveia question)_ When

you say dlspose of the - I walked in klnd of late

," 3

:-and you talked about your plan to dlspose Where

w111 you be taklng 1t?

MS. PEZZELLA ‘Where'wextake it is

z

dependlng on whether the soil tests as hazardous or

Lo

‘non hazardous, and that's just a dlstlnctlon that .

relates to disposal,

What usually happens 1s once we'

seélect a remedy we go 1nto the de81gn phase, and

*-500109
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éveﬂ during design and then construction, that's the

time that we make the deciéiohs abouﬁ4What-facility

/

specifically wouidztaké the sb$l,‘ It would héve»td

be 'a facility‘that"waé licensed to take it, take the
S ‘
that's in the soil.

1

type of contamination

- MS. GADDY:' Okay.. .And you guya(hévé

- been engaged with the State-holders'here, the

Council members of the City-of Newark,Vbecause just
going on the history, the City“ofvﬁewark acquired -
this property some‘time‘égd, right, so who are you

COntracting.with? I'mjjuét'tryinQAtQ edify myself

in who you're doing the work for. 1Is it_thé City of

Newark that applied to EPA or I'm trying to figure.
out”what'é~going on?
MS. PEZZELLA: 1It's a Superfund site,

we're not contracted with the City of Newark at all.

As a land owner we talked in the beginning, I'm-not

sure if you were here, about the need for deed

‘restrictions. ;Thét'é somethihg that we wouldﬂgo'to

the property owner for ag;partuof the remedy. oﬁhér.
than that, it goes througﬁ the same process.théEAa
Superfund site would go through.

MR. LITTLE: I would like to know the

_ testing that you're doing. Because there was at one

H

time the Passaic River ran underground right to. our’

. 500110
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1 lake; will ﬁhéllaké 5e teéted to§?' §ecaus§ ;f the
2 fﬁatef"that-Qoés'unaergroﬁnd.*
s _1' ‘; : MS.’PEzzsL;Ai wouid~thé_;ékg be"
4’>'testéd?'_1t?s éoﬁethiﬁg»that we 've looked at and
5 _7we're having Fj beéauég,;as I éaid,‘we‘didn;t'gét
6 enough iﬁformation,when we went:;né‘léoked‘at>the
7. g;oundwaéer thejfﬁ;étrtime,'sofﬁé've gotteﬁ
8 " recommendations for ﬁoing additibnalvwo;k'ét the
9 vfsite and I can,g§ £h£ough~that list. :Jéff“@ighﬁ
vvio’ have some - information. -
1 "MR.:JosEéﬁSON{ In the public library _— E :Liﬁf

12 we placed a feasibility study and in that

j13,7‘féasibility study it indicates the récomﬁendations

14  that were made to the EPA pn-what‘firﬁ the work

i5  needs t; be done to thg'gtoundwatg;'and that

.1&‘ »includés what interactiﬁn the.grOundwater.has withi
17 thglsurface watéf, which Qould be éhewlake the:e;'

18 We}re going‘tb evaluate‘éil #he reqohmendations in.
19 the_feééiﬁility study iﬁ:tﬁat nextiphgge and mﬁke a ) ' ‘: .
20 decision which ones weAﬁeed to do in order to:really ‘

21 buhderstand the grdundwatgr situation at the ﬁhige

22 —Chemical sige;'fsd yoﬁr‘conéern about ‘the i;ke»énd

'23‘ ‘the‘pérk wduldiﬁerlooked aﬁ inléhaf_furthér ﬁniﬁ.

24 . - What EPA looked at in terms of the .

- 25 jcurrent'i;onditions there, it's our understanding
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the community that could be disseminated?

‘

that there is a"wéter maiﬁ:of'éome_sort‘that runs

v

underneath the fa@ility,'and thatuﬁéemé to be,

' vcomplicating t@e-grdhndwatef fiow direction, our

“understanding of the direction of grduhdwater-flow:'

In other words it seems to be contributing to the

" flow direction{-'Oncg,we takexdowP the buildings at

‘

the facility, we move éll-thé:material,‘We can

address that pipelihe that 's underneath ;heré and

'

3

stop the interécﬁiénnﬁetween“that pipeline and the.

actual groundwater. flow, and that will help us.

,understand_thé_ac;uél flow direction from the

»facility.'

You know, if you look at the haps._

- that we produced in the‘remediél investigétion -

\
. . o
' b

‘report, you'll see that the flow direction is

. generally"éwayffrom the lake, and that's what wé

believe today. " -

' o . ' - . : ) . EN
 MS. GADDY: That's what you believe?
MR. JOSEPHSON: Yes.

~MS. GADDY: ' And the next questiom,

just a point of clarification, the feasibility study

=¥

L ’
the Newark library?

you said ié”inv
MR. JOSEPHSON: Yes.
MS. GADDY: You don't haﬁe a copy for

500112
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" ‘coming’ tonight. Agaln, I sald you know, you

MR. JOSEPHSON:- Well the one in the

"llbrary is avallable to the communlty as a publlc

rep051tory, that is a rep051tory for the Superfund

‘site.’ «We dld not brlng copies of that for

o everybody, no:

MS _GADDY: Okay.
Ms. SEPPI Are there any other:
Questions?

Okay If not, we- apprec1ate you.

=

-weren't here, as 1 Said before, we-did’have a real

problem gettlng the word out about thls meetlng We

dldn't have a ma111ng 115t, you know We put

notlces in the paper, we. d1d a press release, you

' know,‘but you 're absolutely rlght I should have

called probably the C1ty and sa1d can you glve me

“the names of any local env1ronmental groups or local,

groups and gotten in contact. And I do apologlze -‘

for-that,<I'definite1y'ehould have done that. I

certainly will make sure I do that in the future, if

you would please'sign.in.so I have your name and

address so that Ifcan'contact;you in the future}
But in the meanttime, as I said to'.

the other two.gentlemen} if you .speak to anybody,

‘any of your friends, take some of those proposals

1500113
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with YOu} pass_tﬁat dut.A'We have until September
2nd to get additiona1 comments, “It will also be

part of the record, so it's important that people

"get those comments into us. And if you need more

plans, let me know. My name is at the back of the

proposed plan along with_Romona's, and we'll make

"sure that as many pléﬁs as you need get out to

anybody'that you think would be interestédbig'this;

I .
MS. GADDY: Does the EPA still have’

T

an environmental justice person?

MS. SEPPI:  Yes, we do.
MS. GADDY: ' And that person was not' . .
engaged’ in this process to reach out to?

MS. SEPPI: Well, we do have an’

’environmental'justicefperson, but I have to say they

really don't gét~that‘iﬁvolved,with;cdming to public - .

‘meetings of'Supe:fund.sifes._’

'MS. GADDY: "No, I'm.saying just to

' reach out to the community, because they have a

relationship with the State DEP, and if they reacﬁed
out to Jeremy Johnson, . then it would have;goné éutv'
to.a lot of other organizations.

MS. SEPPI: Yes, we do have, Terry

" Wesley is our_énvifbnmental justice person, and if

‘you'd like to get in touch with himflléan get you

~
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call Romona o:lmésif y¢u‘have‘ény othef“queétioné.
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* Thank you.

~

;hat_inforhatigng And-please, don't hesitate to

31

500115




 AttachmentD =
Written Comiments.Received by - -
EPA During the Public Comment Period

sy

- 500116



- SHARPE JAMES
 MAYOR A
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY
' 07102

. August 26,2005

: Jeff JloSephson .

* Team Leader

United States Envmonmental Protecuon Agency (EPA)
New Jersey Projects -
290 Broadway, 19 Floor -

o NewYozk,NY 10007-1866.

RE: Whlte Chem:cal Company Superfund Site OU-Z (White Chexmcal Slte)
Feasnblllty Study for Bulldmgs, Tanks & Contammated Soils Gune, 2005) (Proposed Plan)

: Dw Mt. ]osephson

The Czty of Newa.tk th.tough the Depamnent of Econormc & Housing Development (Department) ~‘: S

‘acknowledges recelpt of the EPA’s above referenced Proposed Plan for the White Chemical Site.. We
~ appreciate the time you and your staff took to review the Proposed Plan and the process for 1mplemenung
such plan with key members of . the Department and . the ennty being - consxclered for. desxgnauon as
‘redeveloper” for the White Chemical Slte and sun-oundmg propertxes o

By this letter on _behalf of the Clty, 1 heteby voluntary accept the Proposed Plan and - the EPA’s
recommendation for submitting as a remedml altenative for addtessxng the conmxmnauon on the White

Chemical Site, Alternative S:-5: .

- voluntary accept the nnposmon of a deed rstncuon on the Whlte Chetmcal Site that xts uses e lumted to
“mdusmal, commercml uses.’ : . . S -

. The City thanks the EPA for its diligent efforts i in workmg with the
-Site into producnve use, starting first vmh “clean-u oS

Cc Nmthan Allen PhD, Director_g
_]ohnnyjones Assistant Director of Economic & Housing De elopment -
Joaqmn Mauas Director of vaislon of Econoxmc Development '
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
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WHITE CHEMICAL CORPORATION
' SUPERFUND SITE =
NEWARK, ESSEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY '

RESPONSIVENESS SUM]\'IARY

o
~ A.Overview - ‘

~ As part of its pubhc parhclpatlon respons1b1ht1es the U S Envuonmenta.l Protectlon Agency

(EPA) held a public comment period from August 4, 2005 to September 2, 2005, for interested -
~ parties to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan to address the contaminated soil at the White

. Chemical Corporation site in Newark, New J ersey. In addition, on August 9,2005, EPA

conducted a pubhc meeting to receive oral comments on the Proposed Plan, The Proposed Plan
described the alternatives that EPA considered, including EPA's Preferred Alternative S-5:
Excavation and Off-Site Dlsposal “In addition to comments received during the public meetmg, o
EPA received written comments throughout the public comment period. Judging by the '

comments recelved the commumty supports EPA's preferred altematlve e

"The responsweness summary contams the followmg sechons |

A OVERVIEW B
- . B. BACKGROUND OF COM]\/IUNITY ]NVOLVEMENT o
C. SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT

'PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

) The last section of the Responsweness Summary mcludes attachments thch document pubhc SO
participation in the remédy selection process for this site. They are as follows: e
'Attachment A contains the Proposed Plan distributed to the public for review and comment;

Attachment B contains newspaper articles chromchng the pubhc s view about the proposed ‘

remedy; _ . .
Attachment C_contains the transcnpt of the public meetmg, and :

Attachment D contains the written comments recelved by EPA durmg the pubhc comment

- period.

- B. BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

- Before releasmg the Pr0posed Plan for the Operable Umt 2 (OU2) cleanup of the Wh1te
" Chemical Corporation site, EPA attended several meetings with local officials and the
community to discuss.the status of work at the site. On August 4, 2005, EPA released the
“Proposed Plan and supportmg documentatmn for the OU2 cleanup at the White Chemical
Corporatlon site to the public for comment: EPA made these documents available to the public
~ inthe administrative record repositories maintained at-the EPA Region Il office (290 Broadway, S
New York, New York) and the Newark Public Library (5 Washington Street, Newark, New : .
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_ Jersey) EPA pubhshed a notlce of avallablhty for these documents in the Newark Star Ledger
~ ‘newspaper and authorized a public comment penod on the documents from August 4,2005t0 - -
“September 2, 2005. On August 9, 2005, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Newark City
Hall Council Chambers, to inform local officials and interested citizens about’ the Superfund
process, to review the. planned remedial activities at the site, and to respond to any questions
from area residents and other attendees. Comments on the proposed remedy were mainly
- received at the Public Meeting. The oral and written comments received from the public and
local officials and EPA’s responses*can be found in the riext section of this summary. The
‘written comments for the White Chemical Corporation OU2 Proposed Plan have been mcluded
" as an attachment to this Responsweness Summary. For readablhty and clarity, EPA grouped,
where possible, similar comments into one general comment therefore, a- smgle response may .
answer several comments : =

| C. SUMMARY OF ORAL COMNIENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
‘ COM]\IENT PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES '

_ 1. Oral Comment Several members of the commumty expressed concerns regardmg future
redevelopment of the Site. : e

~EPA Response The Site is cun'ently zoned commercml/mdustnal All of the altematlves N
- presented, including the preferred remedy, require a deed restriction to prevent future residential
use of the site. The property owner, the City of Newark, has given EPA a written commitment
that they will implement the deed restriction. EPA does not have the legal authority to-restrict -
' the development of the srte beyond the 1mp1ementatlon of the deed restnctlon S

2. Oral Comment: A member of the commiunity said that an encapsulatlon altematrve would
not be acceptable because it would not address potential contammatlon m the groundwater

- EPA Response The preferred remedy doés not mvolve encapsulatlon of contaminated soil. In .

addition, the preferred remedy includes the excavatlon and off-srte dlsposal of contammated soil
. that may impact the groundwater L : o

3. Oral Comment: ‘Members of the community said that EPA d1d not take appropnate steps to
inform the community of the meeting and the Proposed Plan. Local cltlzens groups, such as the
Weequahrc Park Assocxatlon (WPA), were niot notlﬁed P .

EPA Response: A notice was placed in the Newark Star Ledger announcmg the avmlabxhty of
the Proposed Plan, the dates of the public comment period and the specifics of the Public
Meeting. In addition, EPA notified the C1ty of Newark about the Public Meeting and the ,
availability of documents. Everyone who attended the Public Meeting, including members of the
WPA, will be placed on a malhng hst and w111 be mformed in writing: of all future meetings. -

4. Oral Comment: A member of the commumty asked about the mvolvement of the Port
Authonty in the selectlon of the preferred remedy S -

500120



B . . . . . . . . -4 ‘»

EPA Response The Port Authonty was not mvolved in EPA’s selectlon of the preferred o ' |
remedy ' . ‘ T - ‘ ‘

5. Oral Comment Several members of the commumty mdrcated that EPA should prowde funds
to the commumty, perhaps asa TAG grant to allow the commumty to h1re experts to evaluate
»EPA’splans S L SR B TR :

 EPA Response Commumtres mterested ina TAG grant may contact the EPA site Commumty
- Relations Coordinator, Ms. Pat Seppi at(212) 637-3679 regarding apphcatxon eligibilityand
- process. A complete description of the TAG grant program as well as application matenals are

‘ avallable at the following mtemet address wWww.epa. gov/superﬁmd/tools/tagz

' .6 Oral Comment A commumty member asked where the contammated s01l wﬂl be taken for
‘dlsposal : .

- EPA Response Sorl samples w111 be taken to determme the appropnate dlsposal locatlon(s)
The soil will be disposed of ata facility licensed and permitted to accept the material.’ The exact -
dxsposal locations will be determined dunng the desxgn or construction of the remedy '

7. Oral Comment: A commumty member asked about the mvolvement of the Crty of Newark in
the site. : R :

EPA Response The Clty of Newark is the property owner and smce the remedy will allow for
- commercial/light industrial development: EPA requested that they place a deed restriction on the
property to restrict its use to non-residential purposes. However, EPA is not coiitracted with the -
City of Newark and the preferred remedy for the site was developed by EPA in accordance w1th S
the Superfund process . . _ A S e

‘8 Oral Comment A commumty member asked if Weequahlc Lake would be sampled ‘ R

EPA Response A list of samphng that may be done to address data gaps related to the

groundwater under and around the Site is provided in the Feasibility Study Report and the -

Record of Decision. Samplmg Weequahic Lake to determine the interaction between .

groundwater and surface water is included in this list, however, the prehmmary groundwater

' mvestrganon mdlcated that the groundwater from the Srte does not flow toward the lake .

) e e
9 Oral Comment A commumty member asked where the Feasrbrhty Study Report can be

- found and if coples were avallable at the meetmg . o

EPA Response The Feasrblhty Report, and other s1te-re1ated documents mcluded in the |
Administrative Record were placed in the Newark Pubhc lerary -

10. Oral Comment A member of the commumty asked 1f EPA had an envrronmental justice
coordmator and about his mvolvement in the Sxte ST Y .
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"EPA Response The envuonmental Justlce ‘coordinator’ for EPA Reglon 2 is Mr. Terry Wesley, .

Environmental Justice Coordmator USEPA, 26™ Floor, 290 Broadway, New. York, New York:

- Specific questions about the Site should be addressed to Romona Pezzella, the project manger for
. the Site, or Pat Seppl the Commumty Relatlons Coordmator ’

"ll Oral Comment: A member of the commumty asked why the EPA’s Envxronmental Justlce :

Coordmator was not mvolved in outreach to the communlty

- EPA Response Outreach to the commumty sun-oundmg a Superftmd s1te is generally handled

by the Community Relations Coordmator and the PI‘O_]eCt Manager for the site.
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